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ABSTRACT 
Studies of teacher cognition and the teaching of grammar have attracted 
increasing research attention in recent years, yet relatively little has been 
published about how EFL teachers working in secondary schools teach grammar 
compared to what they know about their teaching. The present study considers 
this relationship by looking at eight teachers and investigating if their knowledge 
is consistent with their instructional practice. The value of this study is that it 
examines the current situation in grammar teaching by exploring how knowledge 
may influence performance in secondary school, teaching in the Libyan context. 
 
Observation and semi-structured interviews were employed to collect the 
necessary data. A factual questionnaire was used to collect background 
information and then to choose the most appropriate participants in a  sample of 
eight who were more and less experienced teachers and both male and female. 
Purposive sampling was used to select the sample. Data were transcribed and 
encoded for analysis according to grounded theory principles, and a framework 
was designed to analyse the coded data in order to triangulate the findings 
gathered from observation and interviews.  
 
The findings revealed that grammar was taught using different approaches and 
techniques, but there was no single way of teaching that worked perfectly with all 
classes. What did not work for one teacher worked for another in certain cases. 
The teachers had different levels of knowledge which was not always reflected in 
their classroom practice. The more experienced teachers had better practical 
knowledge, although all had similar levels of theoretical knowledge about 
teaching and learning English grammar.  
 
This study offers a more profound understanding of the complex relationship 
EHWZHHQ WHDFKHUV¶ SUDFWLFH DQG WKHLU NQRZOHGJH DERXW WHDFKLQJ JUDPPDU. 
Different patterns of incongruence and congruence between practice and 
knowledge are acknowledged, such as µWHDFKHUV NQHZEXWGLGQRWGR¶µWHDFKHUV
did but were not aware that WKH\GLG¶ and µWHDFKHUVGLGDQGWKH\NQHZ¶Some of 
the most interesting findings in this study have not been reported before, and it is 
clear that not all relationships of congruence between practice and knowledge 
have positive pedagogical value, and not all incongruent relationships have 
negative value. The rationales behind of all of these relationships between 
practice and knowledge were related to the complex relationship between 
WHDFKHUV¶Sractice and knowledge and contextual factors. Thus, the implications 
of this research should benefit future EFL teachers of grammar and open doors 
to further research. 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 
1.1. INTRODUCTION 
This chapter describes the rationale for conducting this study. It starts with an 
exploration of classroom practice and its relationship to the teacher¶s cognition 
and knowledge regarding the teaching and learning of English grammar as a 
foreign language (EFL). Then the aims and research questions of the study are 
stated as well as its significance and the research design used. An overview of 
the thesis and a summary of this chapter are then presented. 
 
1.2. BACKGROUND TO THE STUDY  
Teaching English as a foreign language communicatively as a learner-centred 
process was introduced in Libyan secondary schools from 2000 onwards (see 
section 2.4), where the aim of the new WH[WERRNZDV WR ³GHYHORSVWXGHQWV¶ oral 
FRPPXQLFDWLRQVNLOOV´2UDIL	%RUJ+owever, different studies, such 
as Ahmed (2004), Ali (2008) and Orafi & Borg (2009), have found that Libyan 
students often finish their secondary education with undeveloped speaking skills 
which may affect their English learning at universities. This issue was also 
noticed by the present researcher when he was a teacher at Zawia University in 
Libya where most of the students who joined the English language department 
had difficulties in using their knowledge of grammar in language production. It 
may be that this was due to their practical experience of the approach that had 
been used when they were learning English grammar. The researcher had the 
same problem when he was student, in that he encountered difficulties 
communicating in English even though he was armed with an adequate 
knowledge of grammar.  
 
The traditional approaches to teaching grammar were not found by the present 
researcher to be beneficial. They helped in learning a list of grammatical forms, 
but when it came to using these forms in producing the language, knowledge of 
grammar alone did not help in achieving fluency. The problem here is how to 
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integrate knowledge of grammar and vocabulary in the development of 
communicative competence. Hence, it was clear that there should be a 
connection between form and meaning in teaching grammar. Furthermore, 
knowledge of grammar without practicing the use of language is unhelpful in 
terms of communication. Thus, the present researcher became completely 
convinced that the way he was taught L2 grammar was ineffective. 
Consequently, this study focuses on the teacher¶s role and their knowledge of 
teaching grammar as part of the problem. Exploring in-GHSWKWHDFKHUV¶FODVVURRP
practice and their knowledge about teaching English grammar is highlighted in 
this study because the researcher assumes WKDW QR FKDQJHV LQ D WHDFKHU¶V
SUDFWLFH FDQ WDNH SODFH ZLWKRXW EHLQJ SUHFHGHG E\ FKDQJHV LQ WKH WHDFKHU¶V
knowledge. 
 
The literature also reveals that there have been a number of research projects 
into teacher cognition since the mid-1990s (Freeman, 2002) and, broadly 
speaking, although various studies have investigated how the beliefs of teachers 
affect their classroom practice, none of them has yet investigated their practice 
and knowledge in particular regarding the teaching of grammar (see section 4.6). 
This was evidenced by Borg (2003:81), ZKRVWDWHGWKDW³WKHUHDUHVHYHUDOPDMRU
issues in language teaching which have yet to be explored from the perspective 
of teacher cognition´. The tHDFKHU¶V NQRZOHGJHDERXW the teaching of grammar 
was chosen for investigation in this study (Johnston & Goettsch, 2000:45). The 
tHDFKHU¶VNQRZOHGJHFan be theoretical or/and practical, and both are necessary 
for successful teaching.  
 
Despite the fact that research on the role of cognition in teaching grammar has 
LQFUHDVHG DV DQ LQWHUQDWLRQDO SKHQRPHQRQ ³WKH UHODWLRQVKLSV DPRQJ WHDFKHU
FRJQLWLRQ FODVVURRP SUDFWLFH DQG OHDUQLQJ KDYH QRW EHHQ VWXGLHG´ %RUJ
%RUJDOVRKLJKOLJKWVWKDW³IXUWKHUVWXGLHVLQWRWKHIXOOUDQJHRIWHDFKHU 
NQRZOHGJHWKDWLQIRUPVJUDPPDUWHDFKLQJSUDFWLFHVDUHWKXVDOVRUHTXLUHG´LELG
133). The points highlighted above reveal the need for continuing research to 
DGGUHVV WKH JDSV LQ WKH OLWHUDWXUH E\ H[SORULQJ WKH WHDFKHU¶V NQRZOHGJH IURP
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different angles related to the teaching and learning of English grammar, in order 
to understand the relationship between what teachers actually do and what they 
know. Further discussion of previous studies of teacher cognition and classroom 
practice can be found in section 4.6.  
 
1.3. AIMS OF THE RESEARCH  
:LWK VSHFLILF UHIHUHQFH WR WHDFKHUV¶ FODVVURRP SUDFWLFH DQG WKHLU NQRZOHGJH
related to the teaching and learning of English grammar, the aims of the current 
VWXG\DUHWKUHHIROGILUVWO\LWDLPHGWRH[SORUHWHDFKHUV¶FODVVroom practice when 
WKH\ WHDFK (QJOLVK JUDPPDU 6HFRQGO\ LW DOVR DLPHG WR LQYHVWLJDWH WHDFKHUV¶
knowledge about the teaching and learning of English grammar. Finally, it aimed 
to identify the relationship between what Libyan teachers actually do in the 
classroom and what they state that they know regarding the teaching and 
learning of grammar in secondary school EFL classes. All of these aims are 
explored in-depth in order to contribute to on-going debates about the teaching 
and learning of grammar in EFL programmes. The research questions in this 
study are presented below. 
 
1.4. RESEARCH QUESTIONS 
The research questions to be answered in this study are:  
1. What do teachers of English in Libyan secondary schools actually do in 
their classrooms in relation to the teaching and learning of grammar? 
2. What do teachers of English in Libyan secondary schools state that they 
know about the teaching and learning of grammar? 
3. What is the relationship between what teachers of English in Libyan 
secondary schools actually do and what they state that they know about 
the teaching and learning of grammar?  
1.5. SIGNIFICANCE OF THE RESEARCH 
The rationale for conducting this study was based on significant gaps in the 
literature (see section 4.6), and the personal motivations of the present 
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researcher. The main area of significance of this study was its aim to develop 
WHDFKHUV¶ FODVVURRP SUDFWLFH DQG WKHLU NQRZOHGJH DERXW WHDFKLQJ JUDPPDU
Grammar itself was a concern for investigation in this study because ³JUDPPDULV
what makes communication possible. Having knowledge of grammar gives the 
ability to express an infinite number of messages without having encountered 
WKHP LQH[DFWO\ WKHVDPH IRUPSUHYLRXVO\´ (Lärkefjord, 2006:1). Therefore, EFL 
students and teachers firmly believe that a knowledge of grammar is essential to 
their being able to acquire a new language. People not only need to know what 
grammar is, but also how it works. Widdowson (1997) indicated that the main 
role of grammar is to provide a link between words and contexts, and that it is 
vital for learners to understand how grammar works together with words and 
contexts to achieve meaningful communication. 7KHUHIRUH ³JUDPPDU LV
concerned with how sentences and utterances are formeG´ &DUWHU	0F&DUWK\
2006: 2). 
 
According to Harmer (2003), possessing grammatical competence helps 
students distinguish proper sentences from improper ones. He explains that we 
DUHDOOKDSS\WRVD\µ,WLVDELJUHGFDU¶EXWILQGWKDWVD\LQJµ,WLVDUHGELJFDU¶LV
rather uncomfortable. This is because there is a rule which says that, when a 
number of different adjectives precede a noun, the adjective which describes size 
is usually placed before the one which describes colour, and not the other way 
round. Harmer also adds that when a speaker sD\V IRU H[DPSOH ³6KH ZDV
HOHFWHGE\D WKXPSLQJPDMRULW\´ WKLVVKRZV WKDW WKH\NQRZKRZ WRFKDQJH WKH
ZRUG³HOHFW´LQWR³HOHFWHG´E\DGGLQJWKHPRUSKHPH³HG´WRWKHEDVHIRUPRIWKH
YHUE$FFRUGLQJWR+DUPHU³FRPSHWHQWVSHDNHUVNQRZKRZWRXVHWKese 
smallest units of grammar (morphemes) to combine grammatically with words to 
FUHDWHQHZPHDQLQJV´+DUPHUJRHVRQWRDGGWKDWVSHDNHUVNQRZFRQVFLRXVO\
RUVXEFRQVFLRXVO\WKDWDGGLQJWKH³LQJ´WR³WKXPS´WXUQVLW LQWRDSDUWLFLSOHIRUP
and that such fRUPVFDQEHXVHGDVDGMHFWLYHVDVLQ³WKXPSLQJPDMRULW\´+DUPHU
concludes that such knowledge of grammar is essential for successful 
communication, whether in writing or in speech.  
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Regarding the WHDFKHU¶s practice, EFL students need both to have grammatical 
knowledge and to know how to use that knowledge in order to communicate. 
Without these types of knowledge no effective communication will occur. It is 
known that native speakers pick up this knowledge while they are growing up in 
their natural social environment, whereas second language learners usually 
acquire this knowledge through formal instruction. Moreover, Littlewood (1999) 
argues that even native speakers of English frequently use explicit knowledge of 
grammar when they plan, monitor or edit more formal kinds of written and spoken 
discourse. In addition, people can also do this implicitly. This means that EFL 
VWXGHQWV¶ NQRZOHGJH RI JUDPPDU LV QRW HQRXJK IRU WKHP WR XVH WKH ODQJXDJH
unless they know how to use that knowledge when they communicate with 
others.  
 
In addition, the study was conducted due to an interest in identifying what 
happens in the classroom, and to discover to what extent teachers of grammar 
transfer their knowledge into practice. This is based on the assumption that what 
teacKHUVGR LVD UHIOHFWLRQRIZKDW WKH\NQRZDQGEHOLHYHDQG WKDWD WHDFKHU¶V
knowledge and thoughts provide the underlying framework of schemata which 
JXLGHV WKH WHDFKHU¶V FODVVURRP DFWLRQV 5LFKDUGV 	 /RFNKDUW 
Logically, knowledge of grammatical rules and knowledge about teaching these 
rules are very important, and are needed by teachers because they complement 
each other. 
  
)XUWKHUPRUH WKH WHDFKHU¶V NQRZOHGJH ZDV FRQVLGHUHG in this study because 
³VXFK NQRZOHGJH SURYLGHV SDUW RI WKH YHU\ EDVLV Rf planning, monitoring and 
editing, and partly because the communicative effectiveness of planned 
GLVFRXUVHGHSHQGVWRDKLJKGHJUHHRQLWVIRUPDOFRUUHFWQHVV´2GOLQ 
This argument is also supported by Freeman and Johnson (1998) when they 
statHG WKDW WHDFKHUV¶ NQRZOHGJHVKRXOGEH URRWHG LQ WKHLUDFWXDOSUDFWLFHV7KH
WHDFKHU¶V NQRZOHGJH LQIRUPV WKH GLIIHUHQW SULQFLSOHG FKRLFHV DSSOLHG ZKHQ
teaching. 
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In summary, the whole impetus behind this study was to reassess Libyan 
WHDFKHUV¶ FODVVURRP SUDFWice and their knowledge about the teaching and 
learning of English grammar in the interests of professional development. Such 
development can be used to assist students to use their knowledge of grammar 
in language use. Students will not benefit from their knowledge of grammar 
unless they know how to apply that knowledge in language use. This study is 
significant for five main reasons. 
x 7RSURYLGHLQVLJKWLQWRWHDFKHUV¶FODVVURRPSUDFWLFHZKLFKFRXOGEHXVHG
to develop their knowledge about learning and teaching English grammar 
and in particular addressing significant implications for EFL teachers. This 
may lead to positive changes for both teachers and students in English 
grammar classrooms.  
x 7R UHYHDO WKH H[WHQW RI WHDFKHUV¶ NQRZOHGJH DQG KRZ WKH\ SXW LW Lnto 
practice when they teach English grammar.  
x 7R LGHQWLI\ WKH VRXUFHV RI WHDFKHUV¶ NQRZOHGJH ZKLFK ZLOO KHOS LQ
understanding how such knowledge is constructed and which types of 
English grammar knowledge teachers and students should acquire.  
x To use the findings of this study to identify the relationship between 
WHDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHFRQFHUQLQJJUDPPDU WHDFKLQJDQG WKHLU LQVWUXFWLRQDO
SUDFWLFHV 7HDFKHUV¶ NQRZOHGJH LV D YHU\ LPSRUWDQW DVSHFW LQ LQIOXHQFLQJ
FODVVURRPSUDFWLFH %RUJ$UÕR÷XO7). Understanding this 
relationship can assist teachers in finding solutions for their teaching of 
grammar so as to help students to transfer their knowledge of grammar 
into language use.  
x To provide suggestions for other researchers in exploring the field of 
teaching and learning English as a second language, in Libya and 
elsewhere. 
1.6. RESEARCH DESIGN  
The process of research design in this study started by selecting a research 
topic, deciding on an approach to follow, formulating the problem and drawing up 
a proposal. As a result of the investigation of the literature on the teaching and 
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learning of English grammar and teacher cognition, as stated in section 5.3, this 
study was conducted according to an interpretive research paradigm. Therefore, 
suitable data collection methods and types of data needed to be chosen.  The 
research process followed during this study is as shown in figure 1.1.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
         
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure: 1.1.The Research Process of This Study 
 
Figure 1.1 shows that a qualitative methodology was used in this research. The 
data required to answer the research questions was collected by conducting 
observation sessions and semi-structured interviews. In this multi-method 
approach, data collection tools were chosen which have been used in previous 
studies of teacher cognition in teaching grammar (Borg, 2006). A purposive 
sampling strategy was used to select representative participants via a factual 
questionnaire. The participants were eight in number, working in eight different 
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secondary schools. They varied in age, sex and teaching and learning 
experience. The data collection process started by observing the participants 
conduct their classes, followed by interviews. Then, the data collected were 
transcribed, managed, coded and analysed (see section 5.11.3). The principles of 
grounded theory were used to analyse the data. The findings of the study were 
then compared with those in the literature. All the processes involved in the 
methodology used are presented and justified in detail in chapter 5. 
 
1.7. DEFINITION OF TERMS USED IN THE STUDY 
It is important to define and explain the basic terms in any study, especially when 
some terms carry more than one meaning. Thus the terms grammar, knowledge, 
practice, deductive methods, inductive methods, metalanguage, experience, and 
methodological triangulation are defined below:  
 
         Grammar is a set of rules where ³the goal is to explore and to formulate the 
relations between the formal events of grammar (words, phrases, 
sentences, and their categories and structures) and the conditions of 
WKHLUPHDQLQJDQGXVH´/HHFK 
 
          Practice is used as an umbrella term which covers many aspects of language 
activities in teaching English grammar. Practice here does not mean only 
whether students can do something or not, it means all that teachers do 
in the classroom when they teach English grammar. Teachers apply 
different kinds of practice in the same grammar lesson, and may change 
these practices when they teach a different class. For example, if the 
OHYHO RI VWXGHQWV¶ NQRZOHGJH LV GLIIHUHQW WKH\ PD\ QHHG PRUH RU OHVV
attention from the teacher if they are to understand the lesson.  
 
          The deductive method means teaching grammar traditionally, where the 
teacher gives the rules before any examples and then asks the students 
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to remember them. This method was defined as ³a process from theory 
to practice´=KHQ: 36).  
 
         The inductive method means teaching grammar communicatively, where the 
rules are inferred from examples. With this method students are required 
to discover the grammatical rules by themselves.  
 
         Metalanguage means a form of language which teachers use when teaching 
language rules. 
 
         Teachers¶knowledge means the theoretical and practical knowledge which is 
held by teachers to teach English grammar. This knowledge could 
include beliefs, thoughts, understanding, awareness, insights, views, and 
values.  
 
         The tHDFKHU¶VH[SHULHQFH in the context of this study can be classified into two 
categories: more and less experienced. The teachers who had taught 
English for more than nine years were considered more experienced 
because they had used different textbooks in the context investigated. 
Whereas the teachers who had taught English for less than nine years 
were considered less experienced because they had used only one 
textbook. However, in previous studies conducted by Westerman (1991) 
and Gage and Berliner (1998) ILYH\HDUV¶H[SHULHQFHZDVFRQVLGHUHGWR
be the minimum period of time within which expertise may develop. 
 
         Methodological triangulation here means ³WKHXVHRIWZRRUPRUHPHWKRGVRI
data collection in the study of some aVSHFWRIKXPDQEHKDYLRXU´&RKHQ
& Manion, 1994: 233), and it was used in this research because using 
more than one source of data enables a more comprehensive 
understanding (Bogdan & Biklen, 1998). 
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1.8. THESIS ORGNANISATION                                                                                             
The thesis consists of eight chapters: Chapter one introduces the study and 
describes its broad rationale. Chapter two explains the context of the study, 
which considers Libyan secondary schools and teachers of English Language 
grammar. Chapter three is the first part of the literature review. It reviews theories 
of learning, motivation, and the teachers and learners roles in teaching and 
learning English grammar. It also reviews the different methods and strategies 
used for teaching grammar. Chapter four is the second part of the literature 
review, which identifies and reviews what types of knowledge teachers of 
grammar should have along with the factors that might affect it in the context of 
the study. This chapter also addresses the relationship between teacher 
cognition and the teaching of grammar in making connections between the two 
domains of the literature. Chapter five gives a detailed description of the 
methodology used in this study, explaining the research design and the methods 
that were used, and giving a broad outline of the processes of data collection and 
analysis. All aspects of the methodology are justified. Chapter six displays the 
results of the analysis of data obtained from observation and semi-structured 
interviews. Chapter seven is discusses the findings and compares them to those 
of other studies in order to expand on the contribution made by this study. 
Chapter eight gives WKH VWXG\¶V conclusions and main findings, highlights its 
contributions and pedagogical implications and outlines the limitations of the 
study.  
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Figure: 1.2. Structure of the Thesis 
 
1.9. SUMMARY OF THE CHAPTER 
This chapter has highlighted the need for the present study. It has introduced the 
research aims and questions to be investigated. It has also outlined the 
significance of the study and the research design, along with the potential 
contribution to its field of study. An overview of the whole thesis is also 
presented. HoweYHU LQRUGHU WR IXOO\XQGHUVWDQG WHDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHDQG WKHLU
classroom practice in teaching English grammar, it is necessary to understand 
the educational context in which they work. This is the subject of the next 
chapter. 
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CHAPTER TWO: CONTEXT OF THE STUDY  
2.1. INTRDUCTION  
This chapter describes the context of the country in which this study was 
conducted. The educational system in Libya is also addressed, and a historical 
review is given of the teaching of English in Libya followed by discussion of the 
current English syllabus and course book used are discussed. The 
characteristics of teachers of English in Libyan secondary schools and their 
duties and experience are then discussed, after which the educational policy in 
the country is explained. 
   
The purpose of this chapter is to understand the context of this study, which 
GHDOV ZLWK /LE\DQ VHFRQGDU\ VFKRROV WHDFKHUV¶ NQRZOHGJH DQG WKHLU FODVVURRP
practice in the teaching and learning of English grammar. Therefore, it is 
essential to provide a comprehensive background to and detailed account of the 
context of the study. This sheds light on various challenges faced in teaching the 
English language in Libya, including the changes made in the education system 
over the years.  
 
2.2. THE SETTING FOR THE STUDY 
The current study took place in Libya, which is a country boarding the 
Mediterranean Sea and the fourth largest in Africa, with Tripoli as it capital. The 
population is about 6.5 million and the currency is the Libyan Dinar. It is bordered 
by Egypt, Sudan Tunisia, Algeria, Niger, and Chad, and is a low-lying country, 
much of it being desert and with mountainous regions in the North West, North 
East and South. It is a major oil producer, with the oil sector contributing 
practically all export earnings. This study was conducted in the city of Zawia, 
located in western Libya, 40 kilometers from Tripoli. This also was chosen 
because it has a large university from which teachers graduate to become 
teachers of English, and also because access in the secondary schools was 
available. The study was undertaken in specialized secondary schools where 
students learn to be teachers of English. Other secondary schools were excluded 
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because teachers in these schools teach only general English along with other 
subjects such as history and Arabic.  
 
2.3. THE EDUCATION SYSTEM IN LIBYA  
The educational authorities in Libya emphasize that the future of the Libyan 
nation depends entirely on the quality of its educational system (Libyan National 
Commission for Education, Culture and Science, 2001). Education in Libya exists 
in two forms: private and public. Private schooling was excluded from the present 
study because there were no private secondary schools in Libya. In the public 
education system, Libyan students start studying English as a school subject 
during grade seven. English is a compulsory subject in which students are 
examined (GPCE, 2008). Figure 2.1 summarises the stages of the public 
education system in Libya:   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure: 2.1. The Public Education System in Libya 
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Basic level 
The current public education system in Libya is made up of many stages. The 
first stage, basic education, lasts for nine years and is divided into two sections of 
six years, and three years.  Literacy is introduced in the first three years of the 
first section, and while students are not required to take exams, they are required 
to achieve a certain level in both Arabic reading and writing. In the remaining 
three years other subjects such as history, geography, mathematics, and 
science, as well as subsidiary subjects such as music and gardening, are all 
introduced.  Students need to pass exams in each of these subjects before they 
can transfer to the next level; otherwise they must remain at the same level for a 
further year until managing to pass. In the second section of preparatory school, 
the same subjects are studied at a more advanced level, while further subjects 
such as English are introduced.  
 
Intermediate level 
The second stage is secondary education, undertaken in secondary schools and 
technical institutions. In the first year of secondary school students study general 
subjects. Then during the second and third years they follow either arts or 
science routes (Libyan National Commission for Education, Culture and Science 
Report 2004).  Depending on their results in the final exams of their last year, 
students either enter university or remain for another year of study. Technical 
institutions offer various specializations such as electrical engineering and 
carpentry, which either qualify the students to commence a working life or to 
continue higher-level study at university. Figure 2.2 explains the specialization in 
Libyan secondary schools:  
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Figure: 2.2. Classification of Specialist Secondary Schools in Libya 
 
This study focuses on languages secondary schools rather than mid-institutions 
or other specialisations schools, because all of the students who graduate from 
the language secondary schools become teachers of English. These schools 
were provided with good facilities (GPCE, 2008). Students in these schools 
³VSHQGPRVW RI WKHLU VFKRROGD\ VWXG\LQJ (QJOLVK WKURXJK OHVVRQVRI JUDPPDU
phonetics, listening, reading, writing and lab work. These students are prepared 
to join English departments at uniYHUVLW\´ (Shihiba, 201:14). The English classes 
scales in secondary schools, for students of the English language discipline 
range between nineteen classes of forty-five minutes classes, whereas  four 
classes of forty-five minutes per week for non-English disciplines whereas in 
language schools (see GPCE, 2009). 
 
University and higher institute level 
The next stage is university, where there are a range of arts and science 
departments. Study in the first section lasts for four years, while the second may 
extend from four to seven years, depending on the subject. These stages of 
HGXFDWLRQDLPWRSURYLGH³VRFLHW\ZLWKH[SHUWVDQGVSHFLDOLVWVLQGLIIHUHQWIHOLGVRI
OLIHLHWHDFKHUVODZ\HUVUHVHDUFKHUVDQGH[SHULPHQWHUV´$OL 
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Advanced studies level 
Students pursue their higher education study after they finish university. Study for 
masters and doctoral degrees in Libya is a recent phenomena. The authority 
encouraged the students to study for postgraduate degrees abroad, thinking that 
such students would be better qualified than those graduating from the Libyan 
universities. 
 
2.4. HISTORICAL REVIEW OF ENGLISH TEACHING IN LIBYA 
At the start of the British administration in 1944, the English language began to 
take its place in the Libyan school curriculum in a different way to that employed 
during the time of Italian canalization. English language was introduced as a 
school subject only during the British administration (Ali, 2008). In the late 1960s, 
in collaboration with John, Gusbi produced a new syllabus was used for three 
decades in Libyan secondary schools and was considered to be reliable local 
material. Gusbi's material (Further English for Libya, Revised edition, 1974) was 
based on the audio-lingual method characterised by concentration on structure 
and form rather than on meaning as an objective of teaching. It concentrates 
mainly on grammar issues where there was no opportunity for group work. This 
approach relied on introducing a topic familiar in the learner's culture, followed by 
drills and exercises, and its structure was almost the same as those used in other 
Arab countries.  However, at that time, the communicative approach was being 
introduced into the curriculum in Europe and the USA. 
 
A subbasement textbook was also introduced by Gusdi (Living English for Libya, 
1982). This book was criticised for focusing on memorization of isolated 
vocabulary, application of grammatical structures and translating and 
understanding reading texts (Orafi & Borg, 2009). In this book, WKHWHDFKHU¶VUROH
by using this textbook was passive because it based on traditional methods of 
teaching such as Grammar-Translation Method and Audio-lingual Method. 
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Accordingly, the opportunity to involve the whole class in group work or pair work 
was still not provided. This book was based on the grammar translation method 
where the teacher is central in the classroom.  
    
This remained the case until 1987, when the Libyan Education authorities took 
the decision to remove English from all curricula in Libya. This policy lasted until 
1994, when the teaching and learning the English language was once again 
encouraged. It was only in 1999-2000, when new English language series was 
designed for Libyan secondary school students by the Garnet Research Centre 
for Culture and Education at Reading University in the UK.   
 
Learning the English language has now become very important in Libya. It is the 
language of science and technology, and these fields have developed rapidly in 
recent years. These changes have had an impact on the teaching and learning of 
English, as people have become interested in learning the language to meet their 
particular needs. For example, business people need to learn business English, 
and doctors need medical English. This is called ESP, English for Specific 
Purposes. Orafi and Borg (2009) stated that the communicative language 
teaching was introduced to Libyan secondary school textbooks in 1999-2000, 
which is considered relatively late, it can be said that these textbooks are an 
improvement for the following reasons: 
x They can be described as comprehensive multi-strand textbooks, which 
introduce vocabulary, grammar and the four language skills listening, 
speaking, reading and writing in each unit.     
x The content of the textbooks in terms of vocabulary, grammar and the four 
language skills are employed in the themes of each unit in a 
communicative way. 
x The various topics included in the course book support the learner's 
command of the language and can help him to use English in real life 
situations. 
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Hutchinson DQG :DWHUV  EURDGO\ GHILQH (63 DV µDQ DSSURDFK WR
language teaching in which all decisions as to content and method are based on 
WKHOHDUQHU¶VUHDVRQIRU OHDUQLQJ¶7KXV(63DLPVWRPHHWWKHOHDUQHUV¶VSHFLILF
requirements. To cope with this innovation in English language teaching and 
learning, Libya has recently started to focus on the importance of ESP 
programmes. The proliferation of specialised secondary schools such as those 
for the life sciences, social sciences, and engineering, is a sign of that innovation. 
The syllabus prescribed in Libyan secondary schools is relatively new.  
 
This syllabus consists of two levels for elementary schools, three levels for 
preparatory schools, and three levels for secondary schools. In the secondary 
schools, this syllabus is specialised for each science, including life sciences, 
basic sciences, social sciences, and engineering. The materials for each level 
FRQVLVW RI D FRXUVH ERRN D ZRUNERRN D WHDFKHU¶V ERRN DQG D WDSH FDVVHWWH
Every course book pays attention to the four language skills of listening, 
speaking, reading and writing, and includes linguistic issues such as vocabulary, 
pronunciation and grammar, and employs techniques based on the 
communicative approach. This syllabus aims to develop the studenWV¶ OHDUQLQJ
skills in order that they can practise the English language communicatively (Orafi 
& Borg, 2009); it also seeks to prepare students to continue their education at a 
high level in universities and institutes that offer different specialisations. 
 
This situation held until academic year 2007-2008, and then the national 
education authority revised and reorganised the textbooks. They designed 
English for Libya textbooks which include a subject book ³ZKLOVW VWXGHQWV DUH
learning about a particular subject in the Subject Book, they will also be 
SUDFWLFLQJ WKHLU (QJOLVK LQ YDULRXV ZD\V´ 3KLOOLSV HW DO   This can be 
achieved when students learn vocabulary for the presentation of information, 
covering the four language skills, and grammar (see Appendix K). The English 
specialization textbook has been written with the specific needs of Libyan 
students. The ways the language is presented were chosen so as to draw upon 
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their knowledge and experience of the world, and their current interests and 
topics they will study at their university.  
 
Furthermore, most of the activities in the text book help the students use the 
language in a practical manner: such as in writing letters, arranging events, and 
telling stories. Moreover all the materials are closely related, and these in the 
VSHFLDOLVW VHFWLRQ DUH DOO UHODWHG WR WKH VWXGHQWV¶ VSHFLDOLVP The main aim of 
LQWURGXFLQJ WKLVFXUULFXOXPZDV WR ³GHYHORSVWXGHQWV¶RUDOFRPPXQLFDWLRQVNLOOV´
(Orafi & Borg, 2009:251). Therefore, all of the activities are supported by 
GHVFULSWLRQV DQG LOOXVWUDWLRQV GHVLJQHG WR IDFLOLWDWH WKH VWXGHQWV¶ XQGHUVWDQGLQJ
and to help them to use the language more communicatively. These activities are 
designed to consolidate and further develop understanding of the grammatical 
system, to increase the students' range of active vocabulary and to extend their 
ability in the four language skills. 
 
2.5. TEACHERS OF ENGLISH IN THE CONTEXT OF THE STUDY   
Teachers of the English language in Libya still need more effort to be as 
committed as the other parts of the Libyan educational system. One of the 
obstacles since formal education began in Libya the educational system has 
faced is that there has been an extreme lack of qualified Libyan teachers (Libyan 
National Commission for Education, Culture and Science, 2004). The Libyan 
government, hence, recruited non-Libyan teachers from neighboring countries 
such as Egypt and a number of teacher education institutions were established to 
replace non-Libyan teachers with Libyan citizens. However, Orafi and Borg 
 SRLQWHG RXW WKDW ³(QJOLVK ODQJXDJH WHDFKHUV LQ /LE\D W\SLFDOO\ JUDGXDWH
IURPXQLYHUVLW\ZLWKXQGHYHORSHGVSRNHQFRPPXQLFDWLRQVNLOOV LQ(QJOLVK´2UDIL
& Borg, 2009: 251). English teachers at secondary schools have a typical 
teaching load of three classes; each class comprising an average 25-30 
students. 
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The universities and teacher training institutions now provide English Language 
teachers. However, there are some differences in the qualifications of English 
teachers graduating from different institutions in Libya. In particular, some 
teachers of English graduating from colleges had no teaching methodology unit 
in their syllabus, and therefore know little about how to teach English. 
Conversely, teaching methods are included subject in their syllabuses of some 
universities and their graduates therefore know how to base their teaching 
methodology.  
  
Richards and Rogers (2001: 91) argue that EFL teachers "found the new 
materials difficult to teach because they required a high level of oral fluency in 
English and an English-only methodology that was difficult to implement in large 
classes". The problem in Libya is that the education authorities did not take into 
consideration the fact that differences in teachers qualifications will have an 
affect on student achievements in schools. Part of the reason for this is that the 
acute shortage of qualified teachers in Libya. As a result, a large percentage of 
teachers employed in schools are untrained and/or temporary. 
 
2.57HDFKHUV¶'XWLHV 
Teachers in Libyan secondary schools must carry out certain general duties 
which are required by the policies of the education authority as stated below: 
First, teachers distribute a subject syllabus for each day of the year from its 
beginning to the end, and they have a preparation book for each class in which 
the method of teaching is explained. They should always bring those books with 
them during working hours. The second important requirement is that secondary 
school teachers will teach for twenty-four periods. The final important duty is that 
WHDFKHUV VKRXOG NHHS D UHFRUG RI WKHLU VWXGHQWV¶ PDUNV IRU FRXUVHZRUN DQG
homework, their practice in class and their examination results as part of their 
assessment. Naturally, they will attend school committee meetings to discuss 
any internal school issues. 
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These duties are all aimed at improving student achievement, while the 
education authority ignores the importance of improving the performance of 
teachers.  Teachers need additional training regularly, and they should attend 
such sessions in order to improve their knowledge of teaching English. Libya is a 
good area for investigation, because little research has been undertaken so far 
about teachers in schools or universities. One possible reason for this was 
mentioned by Tantani (2005) that people in Libya assume that teachers will not 
make mistakes, or at least not often; and when failure arises they will always 
blame the students. 
2.57HDFKHUV¶([SHULHQFHV 
Researchers in education consider experience to be important in developing the 
teaching skill because it helps teachers to master the subject matter they teach. 
Tsui (2003) argues that this type of experience involves the techniques used in 
teaching such as in planning lessons and managing classrooms. Wiseman et al. 
(2002: 17 VWDWHG WKDW H[SHULHQFHG WHDFKHUV ³UHILQH DQG SHUIHFW WHDFKLQJ
VWUDWHJLHV DQG PD\ EHFRPH µH[SHUWV¶ LQ D SDUWLFXODU VWUDWHJ\ DSSURDFK RU
SKLORVRSK\´  Furthermore, it can be argued that WHDFKHUV¶H[SHULHQFHis developed 
over years of practice which reinforces their teaching style over time. Munro (2001) 
claims that experience is a valuable aspect which guides successive teaching 
actions. Teaching experience is used to refer to the period of time teachers 
engaged in actual teaching (Gray et al., 2000). It can also be argued that 
experience in teaching can be gained by teaching different levels in different 
times. 
 
Correspondingly, experience teaching knowledge helps teachers to take 
decisions in situations which are similar to the ones they have worked in the past. 
Turner (2001) stated that the understanding of the classroom context promotes 
the best possible learning. Burgess (2001: 335) contends that "professional 
learning experience this teacher gains, comes from dealing with the situation in 
practice and thinking through afterwards what happened". In other words, 
teachers learn from their experience and develop their methods of teaching. 
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Crookes (2003) claims that experienced teachers often know their role better 
than newly trained teachers do. The reason for this is that because experienced 
teachers transfer parts of their experience such as problems or difficulties which 
they faced before (Ben-Peretz, 2002). In general, teachers learn a lot about 
teaching through their prior teaching and learning experiences (Borg, 2003). 
 
Regarding the distinction between more or less experienced teachers, it can be 
argued that teachers who are exposed to different situations and have taught 
different textbooks should be considered more experienced teachers. Such 
teachers may be more aware of their students' needs and requirements. Moreover, 
Harkin HW DO   DUJXH WKDW ³WHDFKHUV ZLWK OHVV H[SHULHQFH XQGHU 
years) are often less strong on leadership and more uncertain and dissatisfied 
than their mRUHH[SHULHQFHGFROOHDJXHV´  
 
7KHPHDQLQJRIWKHWHUP³H[SHULHQFHG´ as used in the Libyan context is similar. The 
education authority considers teachers who have taught using different textbooks 
over the years to be as more experienced, whereas recent graduates who have 
only used the current textbook are seen less experienced. More experienced 
teachers are more appreciated and respected among their colleagues and students 
who consider this kind of teacher to be more professional.  
 
2.6. NEED FOR CHANGE THE EDUCATIONAL POLICY IN LIBYA  
Educational policy in Libya is the main cornerstone of the education system. 
Policy is used to direct educational plans, curricula, teacher training, and the 
evaluation system. It covers the general principles of education, its purposes and 
general objectives, the objectives of the various stages, planning for each stage 
of education; special provisions such as for private schools, education facilities, 
and the growth and financing of education.  
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Although the English language is now introduced in Libyan schools from the first 
stage of basic education in level five, when students are about eleven years old, 
and continues to university level, but teachers seem to be more familiar with 
traditional teaching methods, and continue to focus on teaching grammar in 
deductive way rather more than other aspects of the language. These methods 
were described by GPCE report as not being effective in teaching English where 
/LE\DQVWXGHQWV³QHHGDWHDFKHUWKDWXVHVWKHPHWKRGVRIWKLQNLQJDQDOysis and 
EXLOGLQJRIDIXOOORJLFDOPRGHOIRUDSSOLFDWLRQ´*3&( 
 
One of the important aspects needed to be changed is the course book because 
LWVHHPVWREHQRWVXLWDEOHIRUDOOWKHVWXGHQWV¶OHYHOVDOWKRXJKLWZDVGHVLJQHGWR
extend the studHQWV¶ DELOLW\ LQXVLQJ WKH ODQJXDJHFRPPXQLFDWLYHO\ WKURXJK WKH
listening, speaking, reading and writing. Students who have studied with this 
course book are supposed to achieve a good standard at university level when it 
comes to their performance in the English language. But in spite of this 
improvement in the new English Language textbook in Libya, it does not take into 
account other elements of the learning and teaching process such as the pupil, 
the EFL teacher, the method of teaching applied in Libyan schools, the teaching 
materials used, and the classroom environment. 
 
These changes have put constraints on the basic process of learning the English 
language, because although there are many students who have become 
interested in learning English in Libya, the schools cannot find enough teachers 
to teach them. Consequently, the headmasters of schools put many students in 
small classes where each class contains students at different levels which makes 
LWYHU\GLIILFXOWWRWHDFKHIIHFWLYHO\³$PXOWLOHYHOFODVVPD\LQIOXHQFHWKHWHDFKHU¶V
VHOHFWLRQRIPDWHULDOVRUDFWLYLWLHV´%UHHWDQG LW LV WKHUHIRUHGLIILFXOW
for students in Libya to learn English well.  
 
In addition, the urgent change was required by *3&(UHSRUWLVWKHWHDFKHU¶VUROH
while teaching English in Libyan secondary schools. The teacher should be work 
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DVDQ³DVVLVWDQWDQGDGLUHFWRUWRFUHDWHWKHVFHQHIRUWKHVWXGHQWDQGWKHDFWLYH
learner and even train students on the skills of thinking and analysis, installation, 
conclusion and SUDFWLFH´ XQGHUOLQHG LQ *3&(  The need for this 
change was also confirmed by Orafi and Borg (2009) who investigated the 
implementation of the new English secondary school curriculum. They observed 
and interviewed three Libyan EFL experienced teachers for two weeks. Their 
study evidenced that the failure of these teachers to implement the changes 
embodied within the new curriculum. However, this study was involved only three 
teachers but its results offered valuable insights about Libyan EFL secondary 
VFKRRO WHDFKHUV 7KLV FRQILUPV WKDW LQYHVWLJDWLQJ WHDFKHU¶V UROH LQ WHDFKLQJ
English in Libyan secondary schools is still need for development. 
  
2.7. SUMARRY OF THE CHAPTER 
This chapter has highlighted the need to understand the background and context 
of the study. It began with the Libyan educational system which was highly 
centralised and characterised by a complex hierarchical structure. The historical 
UHYLHZ RI WKH WHDFKLQJ RI (QJOLVK LQ /LE\D LV JLYHQ 0RUHRYHU WHDFKHUV¶ GXWLHV
and experiences are discussed. The need for change of the educational policy in 
Libya is presented. The literature review in the next chapter discusses the 
teaching and learning of English grammar.  
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CHAPTER THREE: LITERATURE REVIEW I 
TEACHING AND LEARNING ENGLISH GRAMMAR  
3.1. INTRODUCTION 
7KH YDOXH RI UHYLHZLQJ WKH H[LVWLQJ OLWHUDWXUH LV ³WR JHW D VHQVH RI ZKDW ZH
already know about a particular question or problem, to understand how it has 
been addressed methodologically, and to figure out where we need to go next 
ZLWKRXUUHVHDUFK´1RUULV	2UWHJD In order to understand more about 
the topic under investigation, the teaching and learning of English grammar is 
ILUVWUHYLHZHGLQWKLVFKDSWHUDQGWKHWHDFKHU¶VNQRZOHGJHLQJeneral is explored 
in chapter four. The final section of chapter four reviews studies of the 
UHODWLRQVKLS EHWZHHQ WHDFKHUV¶ FODVVURRP SUDFWLFH DQG WKHLU FRJQLWLRQ DQG
knowledge concerning teaching English grammar, in order to identify gaps in the 
literature.  
 
In reviewing previous research on the teaching and learning of English grammar, 
this chapter situates the present study in its broader field. Teaching English 
grammar as a second language remains a controversial issue (Thornbury, 1999; 
Hedge, 2000; Ur, 2009 & Savage et al., 2010), and researchers in the TESOL 
field still do not agree on the best way to teach grammar which is appropriate for 
all contexts. Therefore, different theories of learning and their implications for 
strategy and for L2 learners' motivation to learn grammar are reviewed and 
evaluated. Moreover, the roles of teachers and learners are discussed. 
 
Different methods of teaching grammar are also reviewed, such as teaching 
deductively, inductively and eclectically. Then different strategies used in 
conducting grammar practice activities are discussed, such as using grammatical 
terms, HUURUFRUUHFWLRQSURYLGLQJIHHGEDFNXVLQJVWXGHQWV¶/DQGFKHFNLQJWKDW
students understand the task.  
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3.2. THE DEVELOPMENT OF LEARNING THEORY 
Despite numerous developments in the development of theories of learning, the 
OLWHUDWXUHVKRZVWKDW WKHUH LVVWLOOQRDJUHHPHQWRQD³FRPSrehensive´ WKHRU\RI
learning. Language learning theories are considered one of the most important 
factors which influence the learning and teaching of grammar. This section 
examines those learning theories which are most relevant to learning and 
teaching grammar in terms of practice. Three prominent theories are 
behaviourism, constructivism, and social constructivism.  
 
3.2.1. Behaviourism and Learning Grammar 
Behaviourism is essentially a psychological theory based on the notions of 
stimulus and response. It was supported by researchers such as B.F. Skinner, 
who considered all learning to be the result of habit formation through imitation, 
positive reinforcement and practice, which would mean that grammar is usually 
learnt in the classroom through repeated practice. Learning, according to this 
theory, "took place when learners had the opportunity to practise making the 
correct response to a given stimulus" (Ellis, 1997:31). In other words, 
behaviourists considered that learning occurs by imitating and repeating 
structures regularly. Xiangui (2005) argues that this theory focuses on 
observable behaviour which is reinforced positively or sometimes negatively. 
 
Furthermore, Rivers (1968: 73) argued that, to behaviourists, learning occurs 
"through a trial-and-error process, in which acceptable utterances are reinforced 
by comprehension and approval, and unacceptable utterances are inhibited by 
WKHODFNRIUHZDUG´. Critically, it is clear that in learning according to behaviourist 
theory, learners could not develop knowledge of grammar by themselves, but 
could only improve their learning according to the knowledge of and input from 
teachers.  
 
One of the most important criticisms of this theory, particularly when applied to 
language, is that teaching and learning grammatical forms does little to provide to 
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functional, interactive understanding of foreign language learning. Brown (2000) 
found that learners learn well when the nature of the interaction determines the 
language used. However, some psychologists such as Derbyshire (1999) still 
advocate the learning benefits of behaviourism and believe it still has validity. 
'HUE\VKLUH¶VDUJXPHQW may be supported partly because, in this theory, learners 
could build their knowledge of grammar but they could not learn and reproduce a 
large set of sentences. Learners may routinely create some sentences that they 
have never learnt before. This can only occur because they have internalized 
rules rather than strings of words. 
 
Behaviourist learning theory is linked to the contrastive analysis hypothesis which 
would apply particularly to second language learners, because they already have 
a set of relevant habits. In this regard, Lado (1957) argued that transferring L1 
habits can either facilitate or inhibit the process of L2 habit formation. It is difficult 
for learners to transfer habits concerning the differences whereas they can 
acquire the L2 more easily when the two languages are similar. Thus, advocators 
of behaviourist theory believed WKDW³when a new habit was learned, old (already 
learned) habits would have some effect on the learning process´-RQhson, 2008: 
66).  
 
The implications of this theory are summarised by Mitchell and Myles (2004), 
who stated that learning takes place by the imitation and repetition of the same 
structure time after time. Behaviourists believe that grammar should be taught 
through drills and memorization, from which students are expected to establish 
the correct grammatical behaviour (Krashen & Terrell, 1983). However, practice 
is very important, but it only promotes the learning and memorization of the rules 
but not how to use them.  
 
Pollard et al. (2005) found that the learner is cast in a relatively passive role in 
behaviourism, which is considered to be a weakness of the theory. In this case 
the teaching and learning of grammar will be less effective because it guides 
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teachers to fill studentV¶ minds with the rules of grammar, which may be useful 
but it does not help to show how learners use these rules when they engage in 
communication. Figure 3.1 shows the roles of teachers and learners according to 
the learning theory of behaviourism:  
 
 
Learners                                                   Response                     Response 
 
Teacher            Decides on            Instructs           Assesses and            Instructs 
                 important          learners            reinforces                     learners 
                 knowledge, 
                 skills, etc. 
 
            Figure: 3.1. A Behaviourist Model of Roles in the Teaching-Learning 
                        Process, adapted from Pollard et al. (2005:145) 
 
As shown in figure 3.1, behaviourist theory leads to the deductive teaching of 
English grammar in classrooms where teachers are assumed to be responsible 
for creating DQ DFWLYH HQYLURQPHQW IRU VWXGHQWV 7KH WHDFKHU¶V UROH GXULQJ the 
teaching of grammar should be to FRUUHFW WKH OHDUQHU¶V EHKDYLRXU LQVWDQWO\
address the situation, and focus the learner on appropriate behaviour. Positive 
reinforcements might be used by the EFL teacher, saying IRU H[DPSOH µZHOO
GRQH¶RUµ,DPSURXGRI\RX¶ to guide learners toward the desired behaviour.  
 
In this theory, the teacher is considered as an enforcer and modifier of behaviour 
through the drawing up of a plan with a set of rules and goals. ³:KHQ WKH
behaviour to be learned was complex, it was developed by a process called 
shaping. To shape a behaviour, you break it down into small parts, and teach 
HDFK RQH DW D WLPH XQWLO HYHQWXDOO\ WKH ZKROH FRPSOH[ EHKDYLRXU LV EXLOW XS´
(Johnson, 2008:48). It is worth noting that this theory is familiar to many teachers 
and learners in Libya, because for a long time the curriculum was based on it and 
teachers still use it in their classes (for more details, see section 2.4).  
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In summary, it is obvious from the literature that language learning and 
development according to behaviourism is a matter of conditioning by means of 
imitation, practice, reinforcement, and habituation, which leads to the deductive 
learning of grammar. Learners receive knowledge of grammar from their 
teachers but cannot use that knowledge in practical activities.  
 
3.2.2. Constructivism and Learning Grammar 
Constructivism is largely based the idea of building new information upon 
previous experience and knowledge. It is a theory of inductive learning. Pollard 
(2005: IRXQG WKDW ³WKLV WKHRU\ VXJJHVWV WKDW SHRSle learn through an 
interaction between thinking and experience and through the sequential 
GHYHORSPHQW RI PRUH FRPSOH[ FRJQLWLYH VWUXFWXUHV´. 7KH ³FRQVWUXFWLYLVW VWDQFH
maintains that learning is a process of constructing meaning; it is how people 
make senVHRIWKHLUH[SHULHQFH´0HUULDP	&DIIDUHOODMore to the 
point, constructivist theory considers learning to be an essentially personal 
SURFHVVZKHUHE\³PHDQLQJLVPDGHE\WKHLQGLYLGXDODQGLVGHSHQGHQWXSRQWKH
LQGLYLGXDO¶VSUHYLRXVDQGFXUUHQWNQRZOHGJHVWUXFWXUH´LELG, 261). 
 
According to Cameron (2001), learners deal with what surrounds them and the 
impact of this on their mental development. Cameron also stated that learners 
learn to solve problems through taking action. Researchers such as Piaget paid 
very little attention to the role of language in cognitive development compared 
with action which is for him fundamental. It seems that Piaget considered 
learners as isolated human beings who learn everything through their own 
actions. This might not apply in a context such as in Libya where students are 
used to depending on their teachers and where they usually like to be passive. 
 
The constructivist theory of learning has been recently adopted in teaching 
practice, with one of its implications suggesting that learning environments 
should focus directly on students. This theory focuses on the importance of the 
VWXGHQW¶V SULRU NQRZOHGJH and context in learning a foreign language (Hoover, 
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1996). However, adopting a constructivist theory of learning does not exclude 
teacher-centred approaches to the teaching and learning of grammar, because 
both knowledge and learning are the result of construction regardless of the 
teaching approach. Therefore, according to this theory, teachers should be 
encouraged to become more student-centred.  
 
5HVHDUFKHUVVXFKDV;LDQJXLKDYHIRXQGWKDWWKHOHDUQHU³LVYLHZHG
DV DQ DFWLYH SDUWLFLSDQW LQ WKH NQRZOHGJH DFTXLVLWLRQ SURFHVV´ +H VWDWHG WKDW
learning happens as a UHVXOWRIEUDLQSURFHVVHV,QWKLVFDVHWKHOHDUQHU¶VEUDLQ
must then process, store, locate, and produce responses to information.  
According to this theory, learners can store information in their memory for later 
recall. This process facilitates learning best when the learner is immersed within 
a challenging environment.  
    
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
               
              Figure: 3.2. A Constructivist Model of Roles in the Teaching-Learning  
                     Process, adapted from Pollard et al. (2005:147) 
 
According to constructivist theory, learners and teacher adopt different roles in 
the classroom (see figure 3.2). The teacher¶V role is assumed to be as a guide, 
organizer, and connector, ZKHUHDVWKHOHDUQHUV¶UROHLVWRZRUN by themselves as 
independent learners. Pollard et al. (2005) stated that the learner in this theory is 
very active and independent. Furthermore, Piaget claimed that learners learn and 
        Learners                   Experience             Experience             Makes          
                                                                                               sense                      
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gain experience from the opportunities for taking action offered by their 
environment. Based on this, classroom grammar activities in the Libyan context 
should involve doing or performing tasks that provide opportunities to learn 
grammar.  
 
Some of Piaget's ideas can be applied to the language classroom by teachers 
aware that sense-making among learners is restricted by their experience. Thus 
it could be argued that Libyan learners of grammar should have some 
background information about the topics of lessons and the kinds of tasks and 
activities to be used in the classroom. In other words, EFL teachers should not 
teach things in the L2 that the learners could not understand in the L1. Learners 
do not come to the language classroom empty-handed, and already have a set of 
instincts, skills, and characteristics which will help them to learn another 
language (Halliwell, 1992). Therefore, Libyan teachers can better scaffold their 
OHDUQHUV¶ OHDUQLQJof grammar in various ZD\VDFFRUGLQJWRWKHLUVWXGHQWV¶ OHYHO
intelligence, and the background information they already have about the topics 
taught.  
 
However, as Schimdt (1992:377) observed, ³WKHUHLVOLWWOHWKHRUHWLFDOVXSSRUWIURP
psychology for the common belief that the development of fluency in a second 
language is almost exclusively a matter of the increasingly skillful application of 
UXOHV´ Thus, EFL teachers of grammar should provide learners with suitable 
activities such as games that encourage them to construct language. In so doing, 
learners use language as a tool to solve problems while performing grammar 
tasks.  
 
In summary, constructivist theory leads to the inductive learning of English 
grammar, which occurs when a learner actively constructs meaning from 
elements in the environment. This means that learners build new knowledge 
upon the foundations of previous learning (Hoover, 1996).  Such a process might 
not work effectively in all contexts, although this theory has attracted the attention 
of Libyan educational authorities, and they revised the old curriculum accordingly 
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in order to help learners to become more active during the learning of English 
grammar (see section 2.4).  
 
3.2.3. Social Constructivism and Learning Grammar 
According to Driscoll (2000: 241), social constructivism involves ³VRFLDO
processes, and mental processes can be understood only if we understand the 
tools and signs that mediate tKHP´. Psychologists have different opinions about 
the way in which learners learn languages. For example, Bruner emphasized the 
role of the teacher as a leader who encourages learners to focus on the key 
concepts in what they learn. Vygotsky, in contrast, argued that the key factor in 
learning lies in the social environment of the learner. He believed that a social 
environment is essential in human cognitive development. 
 
9\JRWVN\¶V YLHZ LV WKDW ODQJXDJH RSHQV XS QHZ RSSRUWXQLWLHV IRU GRLQJ WKLQJV
and for organizing information through the use of words and symbols" (Cameron, 
2001: 5). Furthermore, to Vygotsky, the learner is active in a world full of people, 
whereas Piaget sees the learner is also as active but in a world full of objects. In 
other words, development and learning, for Vygotsky, take place in a social 
context. This means that the environment and social interaction have an 
important role in stimulating students to learn more effectively. However, Libyan 
learners do not have the opportunity to interact with other speakers of English 
outside the classroom. Introducing grammatical rules within an inductive 
framework could help learners to achieve understanding. Helping learners is 
useful in adding to what Vygotsky called their Zone of Proximal Development 
(ZPD) (Cameron, 2001). 
 
Vygotsky's notion of the ZPD can help teachers with lesson planning in teaching 
English grammar, so that they can create appropriate tasks.  However, if tasks 
are too easy, they will present no challenge, which would make lessons boring 
and consequently learners' attention is likely to be distracted. Similarly, if tasks 
are too difficult, learners will be discouraged from learning the target language. 
Therefore, classroom grammar activities should be demanding, but not too 
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demanding, and the goals must be achievable. Brewster et al. (1992) suggest 
that there should be balance between support and challenge in activities. In other 
words, learning tasks should not be over-guided to be very easy, nor too 
challenging to be too difficult and threatening. Scaffolding concerns WKHOHDUQHU¶V
needs, and so the better the teacher understands these, the better scaffolding 
they can provide. Scaffolding can be adjusted depending on how competent the 
learner becomes (Cameron, 2001). Routines refer to what teachers and learners 
are used to doing frequently in the classroom. This may include the teacher 
giving instructions about grammar, or conducting activities such as revising 
previous lessons or recycling language items that learners are used to hearing in 
class. These routines may contribute to language development because learners 
become familiar with what is coming next and can participate in classroom 
activities (ibid). Figure 3.3 shows the operation of learning processes according 
to social constructivist theory. 
 
            Figure: 3.3. Social Constructivist Model of Roles in the Teaching-Learning  
                      Process, adapted from Pollard et al. (2005:145) 
 
This reveals that active interaction between teacher and learners occurs. In other 
words, both deductive and inductive learning happen inside the classroom, which 
confirms that the application of eclectic approach leads to learning and teaching 
grammar. The teacher has a crucially important role in helping students develop, 
providing them with tasks which are relevant to their daily life experience or tasks 
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which they should clearly be familiar with. This form of experience helps students 
to understand, remember and learn more effectively.  
 
A study of in-service teachers conducted by Collinson (1996) found that, 
although teachers may implement different principles of behaviourism and 
FRQVWUXFWLYLVPRQHRIWKHVHSDUDGLJPVZDVDOZD\VPRUHFHQWUDO7KHWHDFKHUV¶
reasons for adopting theories of learning differed; some wanted to follow their 
textbook and others wanted to take into consideration the OHDUQHUV¶ OHYHO RI
English. It can be said that, in social constructivism, the role of the teacher is not 
simply to teach, but also to encourage students to gain self-esteem, self-
confidence and personal satisfaction.  
 
In summary, the applications of this theory in Libya may lead teachers to make 
some changes in their teaching methodology, adopting new strategies and 
modern styles to enable them to help their students to be more motivated, and 
encouraging them to participate and be involved in classroom discussion. 
Correspondingly, teachers of grammar should be aware of the needs, feelings, 
desires, and abilities of the learners. In addition, teachers should try to 
understand their psychological or educational problems. All of these 
considerations promote the development of the teaching and learning of 
grammar.  
  
In order to understand the importance of learning theory, the question of 
motivation must be explored as this is the main core of learning in general. Its 
relationship to learning English grammar, in particular, is reviewed next because 
without it effectively learning may not occur.  
 
3.3. MOTIVATION AND LEARNING GRAMMAR  
Motivation can be considered to be like an internal power source that drives EFL 
teachers and learners to achieve their aims, and they cannot do their work 
effectively if it is missing (Dornyei, 2001). Success or failure is partly the result of 
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WKHWHDFKHU¶VLQWHUHVWDQGPRWLYDWLRQ,IVWXGHQWVDUHLQWHUHVWHGLQZKDWWKH\DUH 
doing it will not only give them motivation to learn more efficiently, but they will 
enjoy the process and want to continue and to practice. Ur (1988) stated that a 
well-designed practice or procedure may fail to produce successful learning if it is 
boring.  
 
Psychological research pays particular attention to motivation as a crucial factor in 
learning language. Motivation can be divided into two types; intrinsic and 
extrinsic. Intrinsic motivation concerns inner motives that encourage students to 
learn in order to achieve desired goals (Ellis, 1997; Cook, 2001 & Yule, 2006). 
Internal motivation refers to doing something without any intention of obtaining 
rewards or praise. According to Ryan and Deci (2000: 54), intrinsic motivation 
UHIHUVWR³GRLQJVRPHWKLQJEHFDXVHLWLVLQKHUHQWO\LQWHUHVWLQJRUHQMR\DEOH´ 
 
On the other hand, extrinsic motivation is viewed as arising from objects external 
to ourselves which act as a force pulling from outside as opposed to internal 
drives pushing from within and which are self-generated (Child, 1997). Therefore, 
extrinsic motivation refers to things we do for some reward (Yule, 2006). 
Learners who learn English as a foreign language at school, for example, will 
attempt to perform better for a reward such as praise or obtaining higher marks in 
recognition of their progress or achieving a high level of prestige in their 
community (Ellis, 1997; Macaro, 1997). In contrast, students might be 
demotivated if they lose those incentives.  
 
Chambers (1999: 52) argued WKDW³LQWULQVLFally motivated learning leads to higher 
quality and more sustained performance than extrinsically motivated learning". 
The reason for this might be that extrinsic motivation leads to material rewards 
and social approval, whereas intrinsically motivated behaviour is considered by 
researchers to occur as a result of feelings of pride and satisfaction.  
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To sum up, it can be said that both extrinsic and intrinsic types of motivation are 
important and can lead to successful learning. This conclusion is confirmed by 
Cook (2001), who stated that the teacher's motivation of the students and the 
way he/she treats them are important elements in successfully teaching a 
language and are strongly related to students' achievements in learning 
language. Thus, EFL teachers should have the ability to manage all the 
circumstances inside the classroom to facilitate the learning of grammar and 
consequently motivate learners to learn the target language.  
 
Due to the importance of motivation in the teaching and learning process, a 
number of implications of the importance of motivation in learning theories are 
discussed below.  
 
3.3.1. Implications and Strategies for the Motivation of EFL Learners 
No doubt the motivation of EFL teachers to teach has a direct relationship to the 
effectiveness of their teaching and to their motivation of students. In fact, the EFL 
teacher's skills and ability to motivate students are regarded as crucial factors for 
the effectiveness of teaching. Therefore, in this study, Libyan secondary school 
teachers in the city of Zawia were examined to identify their ability to choose the 
appropriate methods or strategies to stimulate and motivate their students in the 
language classroom. In this respect, Dornyei (2001:117) suggested that "for 
classroom practitioners the real area of interest is not so much the nature of 
µmotivation¶ itself, as the various techniques or strategies that can be employed to 
motivate students". He added that "such strategies are used to increase student 
LQYROYHPHQW DQG WR µsave¶ the action when ongoing monitoring reveals that 
progress is slowing, halting, or backsliding" (ibid, 2001: 117). 
 
Researchers have suggested different motivational strategies to stimulate 
learning in appropriate classroom conditions. In categorising motivational 
strategies, Dornyei and Otto (1998) aimed to demonstrate the variety of different 
methods by which human behaviour can be encouraged and promoted. This 
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categorisation is based on a process-oriented model which assumes the 
following organization. 
 
One of the processes involved is creating the central motivational conditions. The 
EFL teacher should be concerned with the composition and internal structure of 
the group of learners and the norm system that governs group behaviour in 
general. Having established the learner group's goal orientation, Hadfield claims 
WKDW LW LV HVVHQWLDO WR KDYH D VHQVH RI GLUHFWLRQ DQG D FRPPRQ SXUSRVH´
(Hadfield, 1992: 134). He also states that ³GHILQLQJDQGDJUHHLQJDLPVLVRQHRI
the hardest tasks that the group has to undertake together" (ibid, 134).  
 
From the literature it is recommended that the teacher of a foreign language 
should support his/her students, and provide a very interesting environment in 
the classroom. Discussing the classroom environment and teacher, Good and 
Brophy stated that:  
                     to be motivated to learn, students need both ample opportunities to learn 
and steady encouragement and support of their learning efforts. Such 
motivation is unlikely to develop in a chaotic classroom, as an effective 
learning environment. Moreover, because anxious or alienated students 
are unlikely to develop motivation to learn, it is important that learning 
occurs within a relaxed and supportive atmosphere. The teacher should 
be a patient, encouraging person who supports students' learning efforts. 
Students should feel comfortable taking intellectual risks because they 
know that they will not be embarrassed or criticised if they make a 
mistake" (Good & Brophy, 1994: 215). 
In addition, the teacher of grammar should establish a relationship with his/her 
students and make them feel that they are important by listening to their opinions 
and ideas, whether inside or outside the classroom. He/she should also show 
them that he/she appreciates them and encourage them in their subjects and to 
enjoy their lessons. Deci et al. (1997) argued that the interactive relationship 
between the motivation of students and teachers could be positively or negatively 
synergistic. However, it is important to keep in mind that part of the task of 
teaching is to stimulate in students the enthusiasm that facilitates a positive 
rather than a negative cycle. Deci et al. (l997: 68) addHG WKDW ³for teachers to 
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recognise that students' lack of enthusiasm affects them negatively can be 
important and useful information for their own self regulation, but it does not 
absolve them of responsibility for not devoting themselves to teaching". 
 
Furthermore, another process which generates students' motivation is that 
teachers should stimulate their students¶ positive attitudes towards the learning 
process, and this is the main motivational challenge for teachers. Dornyei (2001) 
suggested some elements of a strategy that can be used to achieve this goal. 
These include enhancing the learners' language-related values and attitudes, 
increasing the learner's goal orientation and making the curriculum relevant to 
the learners. 
 
Creating self belief among learners in their own abilities is considered to be 
another process which motivates students. In this regard, Brophy (1998: 18) 
believed that "the motivational challenge facing teachers is to find ways to 
encourage their students to accept the goals of classroom activities and seek to 
develop the intended knowledge and skills that these activities were designed to 
develop, regardless of whether or not the students enjoy the activity or would 
choose to engage in them if other alternatives were available". 
 
Authors such as Williams and Burden (1997: 141) have listed a number of 
important suggestions for teachers to motivate their students. Teachers should 
recognise the complexity of motivation, initiate and sustain it, discuss with 
learners why they are carrying out activities and involve learners in making 
decisions. They also cite recognising people as individuals, building self 
confidence, helping students to move towards a mastery-oriented style, 
enhancing intrinsic motivation, designing a supportive learning environment and 
giving informative feedback.  
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In summary, all of the above points are assumed to be dependent on both 
teachers and learners in the teaching and learning context. Therefore, the roles 
of teacher and learners are discussed in more detail in the next section.  
 
3.4. THE ASYMMETRIC ROLES OF TEACHERS AND LEARNERS 
The purpose of this section is to consider the duties of both the teacher and 
learners in the classroom in order to understand how learning occurs. Zion and 
Slezak (2005) argued that teaching and learning involve complex role changes 
for teachers and students. In teaching and learning grammar, learning occurs 
through different techniques used by the teachers with the support of their 
learners (see section 3.6 for more details). This means that the roles of teacher, 
and learners complement each other, and deficiencies in either will lead to 
ineffective learning.  
 
In language learning the teacher is crucially important in helping his/her students 
to develop their language skills. One of the most important responsibilities of 
teachers is to encourage learners to discover how to use their knowledge of 
grammar in appropriate situations. Teachers use different techniques to try to 
make their grammar teaching more effective and more useful, such as asking 
learners to act out a dialogue in front of the class (Koerner, 1992; Malderez & 
Bodoczky, 1999).  
 
Mentoring activities can help to lower any emotional or cognitive load by 
suggesting what the teachers should or should not focus on. This is supported by 
Cooper¶V (2004) survey of 341 FL teachers, from which one of the strongest 
recommendations for teacher education was for better mentoring in class. 
Furthermore, Rivers (1981: 227) argues that: 
                       In view of the emotional and personality factors which are involved in a 
verbal exchange, expression or personal meaning in a new language 
can be developed only in a relaxed and friendly atmosphere, where 
students feel at ease with the teacher and with each other. 
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Therefore, teachers should pay more attention to cognitive and emotional factors 
because most theories of emotion, for example, infer a relationship between 
VWXGHQWV¶emotions and classroom behaviour (Fredrickson, 1998; Cooper, 2006).  
 
In addition, teachers who are aware of their learners' psychological state find 
great success in developing better learning. Doff (1997: 283) asserted that the 
teacher can improve the students' chance of learning a language successfully by 
creating a productive working atmosphere in the classroom and a good 
relationship with the class as well as recognising that students have different 
needs and problems. This means that, in order to teach grammar well, teachers 
should create a positive atmosphere, greet and encourage students, smile, make 
jokes and appreciate when someone produces correct sentences in the 
classroom. 
 
The OHDUQHU¶V UROH LQ WKH RSHUDWLRQ of learning should never be ignored. The 
learner is at the centre of the teaching and learning process. McDonough (2002) 
pointed out that learners are seen as an important component of the teaching 
process. Learners have different personalities and modes of learning, 
understanding, emotion and motivation. These differences mean that the duties 
of teachers are complex, and especially so when teaching grammar which 
requires a higher level of concentration. Learners may also use different learning 
techniques in dealing with the errors they make. Students with high self-esteem 
do not care too much about committing grammatical errors, so they will accept 
correction for the sake of success since their major aim is to communicate (Ali, 
2008).  
 
In contrast, learners with lower self-esteem fear both speaking and committing 
errors; and the result in this case will be the production of the wrong forms, since 
the students do not reveal to the teacher where their weaknesses lie so that s/he 
can improve them. Therefore, a learner¶s attitude towards grammatical errors 
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plays a crucial role in the techniques of teaching grammar. Learners who lack 
confidence in their ability to participate successfully in classroom grammar 
activities often listen in silence without any enthusiasm (Koerner, 1992).  
 
In summary, the role of the teacher is fundamental in the EFL teaching and 
learning process. EFL teachers should leave behind the traditional notion of 
teacher-centred classes and work to help their students to become more 
confident, responsible and consequently independent in their learning task 
(Brown, 2007).   
 
In order to understand more about the teacher¶V and learner¶V roles, the methods 
of English grammar teaching and their relevance to the context of this study are 
reviewed next. 
 
3.5. METHODS OF TEACHING ENGLISH GRAMMAR 
This section reviews the main methods of teaching grammar. As discussed 
above, behaviourist learning theory leads to the deductive learning of grammar, 
constructivism leads to inductive learning, and social constructivism leads to the 
learning of grammar through the integration of both types of learning (see section 
3.2). This section focuses on the practical aspects of teaching grammar, and the 
different strategies grammar teachers might use in their classes. Grammar can 
be taught in many different ways, and three main methods are applied in the 
Libyan context, which are teaching grammar deductively, inductively and using a 
mixed-method eclectic approach.  
 
3.5.1. Teaching Grammar Deductively 
The traditional approach to grammar teaching using the deductive method is one 
of the most important methods of teaching grammar. It characterizes many EFL 
classrooms, and the present author is familiar with this approach as a student 
and from using it to teach English in Libyan secondary schools. From both the 
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Example 
literature and experience, this approach can be said to be less effective in L2 
learning than are the alternatives to it. 
 
In this system the teacher takes the main role, teaching students in intensive 
lessons designed according to a certain design of the curriculum. The task of the 
EFL teacher is to explain and give full details about the subject; and he/she has 
merely to provide large volumes of information. Students are not supposed to 
discuss or disagree with any of this information. They are expected to accept 
what their teachers tell them. They are not encouraged to think about the 
information that is given to them. The teacher¶V role in this case starts with 
presenting a rule of grammar first, as in figure 3.4. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                       Figure: 3.4. Teaching Grammar Deductively 
 
Traditional instruction in teaching grammar using this approach focuses on the 
product, which can be argued to not work very well. This is true with Libyan 
students, especially those who want to learn grammar so as to use the language 
in the future. It might work with students who are aiming only to learn grammar in 
order to pass exams. In this approach, only the output is manipulated (Van 
Patten & Cadierno, 1993). To some extent it is like teaching maths, where the 
teacher starts by explaining the grammatical rule and then learners are asked to 
reproduce this rule. Teachers concentrate on describing the different 
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grammatical rules of a foreign language, along with requiring the memorization of 
much vocabulary and various declensions and conjugations, as well as 
translating whole texts into the OHDUQHUV¶ native language. To teach learners how 
to form the present perfect tense, for example, the following example shows how 
it is explained according to the traditional approach. The EFL teacher writes on 
the blackboard:   
         Subject + verb to have + past participle + object 
         He              has                  bought              a car 
Then students are asked either to read the examples given or to find other 
examples using this rule. The concentration is heavily on the form and learners 
are rarely encouraged to make form-meaning connections. The traditional 
approach to presenting and explaining grammar considers only how students 
produce the correct grammatical features. The activities involved in the traditional 
teaching of grammar focus on giving learners opportunities to form grammatically 
correct sentences. In other words, the focus is on the output, and has nothing to 
do with the input. Traditional EFL grammar teachers assume that learners learn 
structures through repeatedly producing them.  
 
According to Krashen (1982), the traditional approach to teaching grammar 
seems to be less effective because it does not take into consideration other ways 
that help students acquire grammatical structures. It only considers how learners 
produce specific grammatical features. This means that teachers who apply this 
method do not provide learners with the knowledge which will help them to 
transfer their grammatical knowledge into language use.  Ellis (1995) suggested 
that the traditional approach faces various problems. Firstly, research has proved 
that learners pass through many phases in order to produce L2 structures, and 
that traditional grammar teaching often fails to follow this sequence. Teaching 
learners how to produce a structure before they are ready to do so may not work. 
Secondly, when learners are asked to produce difficult structures, they will make 
mistakes and their motivation will be affected. In addition, traditional grammar 
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teachers tend to exaggerate the importance of avoiding errors and as a result, 
this would also discourage learners from trying. 
 
Candin (1979: 78) claimed that the focus of most language teaching materials is 
RQ³WKHVHQWHQFHDVDXQLWRIVWUXFWXUDOLVWJUDPPDUUDWKHUWKDQWKHXWWHUance as a 
XQLWRIGLVFRXUVH´. He argued that foreign language learners face many obstacles 
to the achievement of fluency. One is that they are learning a language in such a 
way that is unlike a real language because the ³VHQWHQFH-illustrating task 
excludes its proper communicative tasks as an illustrator of the VSHDNHU¶V UROH
DQGYHUEDOSXUSRVHV´ S 7KHVH sorts of obstacles mostly arise due to the 
use of traditional activities which usually do not take into consideration present-
day language usage.  
 
Borg (1999b) conducted a study in Malta with teachers of English as a foreign 
language to identify their methods of grammar teaching. He observed and 
interviewed five participants and found that they were encouraged to comment 
on their methods of instruction, which led to the emergence of teaching theory 
out of actual application. Widodo (2006) also examined the deductive method of 
teaching grammar and found that this approach has advantages and 
disadvantages, both of which and teachers should consider, but it is still 
considered to be less effective in teaching grammar.  
 
In summary, in response to existing research, this study aims to reassess 
approaches to teaching grammar by examining teaFKHUV¶ FODVVURRP SUDFWLFHV
and their own points of view. This is because pedagogical factors are very 
important in teaching English grammar. This is confirmed by Ur (2009: 5), who 
IRXQGWKDW³YHU\RIWHQWKHGHFLVLRQDVWRKRZWRWHDFKJUDPPDr will be influenced 
far more by pedagogical factors than by those based on second language 
DFTXLVLWLRQUHVHDUFK´ 
 
The next approach to be examined is the inductive teaching of grammar. 
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3.5.2. Teaching Grammar Inductively 
For a long time grammar and communication were considered as independent 
rather than complementary and integrated features whose roles interact in 
effective language use (Dickens & Woods, 1988). The latter is also the position 
confirmed by constructivists, as explored in section 3.2.2. Researchers such as 
Dickens and Woods (1988); Celce-Murcia (1991); Fotos and Ellis (1991); Li 
(1998); Ellis (2006) and Barnard and Scampton (2008) and Brown (2007) have 
put the emphasis on communication in teaching grammar. These studies 
contribute to finding successful ways that help learners integrate instruction on 
problematic grammar forms within a communicative framework (Fotos, 1994b). 
Figure 3.5 shows how grammar is presented and explained inductively. 
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Figure: 3.5. Teaching Grammar Inductively 
 
Form figure 3.5 we could see that this method of teaching provides students with 
opportunities to negotiate meanings through grammatical activities which they 
utilize interactively. In other words, learners are at the centre of the process and 
they produce the rule. Before producing any grammatical features, students 
should be aware of the relationship between form and meaning in a sentence, 
but the problem is that there is no guarantee that learners of grammar may not 
lose sight of that relation. This might happen if their teachers do not provide them 
with knowledge which helps them to be aware of how to use their grammatical 
knowledge.   
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One might argue that moving from meaning to form rather than the other way 
around is less relevant in an EFL situation where students do not need English to 
communicate. However, Libyan students usually face difficulties communicating 
in English when they move to an EFL situation. Moreover, providing EFL 
students with opportunities to negotiate meaning through solving grammatical 
problems will help them gain explicit knowledge of grammatical features, and 
develop the strategic competence required to develop fluency (Cotterall, 1995). 
 
Accordingly, Stern (1992) found that learners probably prefer the presentation 
and explanation of grammar inductively because it encourages their use of 
language to start from their own observations, and to discover rules by 
themselves rather than being told in advance what the rule is. That seems a fair 
assessment, but it may not work in every case. In the Libyan context, for example, 
some teachers believe that teaching with an inductive approach is difficult, and 
needs a particular climate, so they prefer to use the deductive approach. 
  
Sakui (2004) conducted a study about the inductive language teaching 
conceptions of 12 EFL teachers through interviews and observations in order to 
LGHQWLI\ ZKHWKHU WKH WHDFKHUV¶ SUDFWLFH FRLQFLGHG ZLWK WKHLU GHILQLWLRQ RI
communicative language teaching (CLT). 6KH IRXQG WKDW ³WHDFKHUV¶
understanding of CLT is more semantic than conceptual. In defining CLT, they 
reported lists of features which included exchanging messages and self-
expression, but their definitions lacked the coherence of a methodology 
LQFRUSRUDWLQJJRDOVSODQQLQJDQGWDVNV´6DNXL04: 160). Similar shortfalls in 
teaching-specific knowledge of CLT have also been found in studies by Foss and 
Kleinsasser (2001) and Andrews (2003), and also by Wilson, et al. (1992: 481). 
7KHODWWHUVWDWHGWKDW³7KHWHDFKHU¶VUHVSRQVHVVHHPHGWRUHIOHFWwhat should be 
GRQH UDWKHU WKDQZKDW LVGRQH LQKHUFODVVURRP´7KHVH ILQGLQJVFRQWULEXWHG WR
the aims of the current study, which considers this issue in identifying the 
UHODWLRQVKLS EHWZHHQ WHDFKHUV¶ SUDFWLFHDQGNQRZOHGJH DERXW WKH WHDFKLQJ DQG
learning of English grammar.  
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In the past few years, the Libyan government has decided to improve and 
develop the educational system in the country (see section 2.3). Consequently, 
most secondary schools in Libya are now provided with almost all of the 
equipment needed to facilitate the educational process. Brown (2007: 46-47) 
summarised the main characteristics of teaching English communicatively as 
follows: 
x Overall goals. The goals of the CLT are mainly focusing on all the 
language elements including; grammatical, discourse, functional, 
sociolinguistic and strategic in a flexible way. 
x Relationship of form and function. The approach aims to engage the 
students with the functional use of the language to clarify its meanings. 
x Fluency and accuracy. One of the techniques of CLT is the focus on the 
comprehension and production of the learners. Moreover, fluency can be 
seen as important as accuracy in an attempt to maintain the learners 
engagement with the use of the target language. 
x Focus on real-world contexts. As the CLT tasks suggest dealing with real-
life situations, students will easily acquire the skills which they need to 
communicate effectively outside the classroom. 
x 7HDFKHUV UROH7KH WHDFKHU¶V UROH LQ&/7FDQEHVHHQDVDJXLGH WR WKH
students by showing them the key points of the task. Moreover, the 
WHDFKHU¶VGXW\LQWKHFODVVLVWRPRWLYDWHWKHVWXGHQWVWRLQWHUDFWZLWKHDFK
other and with the teacher, in order to improve their understanding. 
x Students role. Students should be active and cooperative by participating 
in the tasks and activities given by the teacher. Thus, the class is then 
learner-centred, which gives the students more opportunities to learn. 
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This approach may also be less ineffective in some contexts, Widodo (2006: 128) 
stated some disadvantages of teaching English grammar inductively as follows: 
x The approach is time and energy-consuming as it requires learners to 
have the appropriate concept of the rule.  
x The concepts given implicitly may lead the learners to have the wrong 
concepts of the rule taught.  
x The approach can place emphasis on teachers in planning a lesson. 
x It encourages the teacher to design data or materials taught carefully and 
systematically.  
x The approach may frustrate the learners if their personal learning style, or 
their past learning experience (or both) lead them to prefer simply to be 
told the rule. 
Given these possible disadvantages and the changes in the methods used in 
Libya (see section 2.4) it can therefore be argued that the best method is that 
which suits the studentV¶ QHHGV DFFRUGLQJ WR WKHLU OHYHO RI (QJOLVK their L1 
background and their attitude towards the target ODQJXDJH ³(YHQZLWK WKHEHVW
teachers and methods, students are the only ones who can actually do the 
OHDUQLQJ´ *ULIILWKV   ,t would also seem that the inductive approach is 
seen as a good way of learning grammar among students who have travelled 
abroad to countries where the target language is spoken. This study aims to 
examine the inductive approach to teaching grammar to find out how effective it 
is in the Libyan context.   
 
In summary, it would often not be easy to apply a specific method of teaching 
grammar in a classroom. There is probably no single best method that satisfies 
the needs of all students, although some linguists believe that teaching grammar 
inductively is likely to be the best method whereas others think that a 
combination of methods is the right solution (Richard & Rodgers, 2001). 
Therefore, this latter option for teaching grammar is examined in this study, since 
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it is believed to be the best method to apply in contexts where a foreign language 
is taught.  The next section thus discusses the eclectic method. 
 
3.5.3. Teaching Grammar Eclectically  
For a long time the methods used for teaching grammar have alternated between 
deGXFWLYH DQG LQGXFWLYH PHWKRGV 5HFHQWO\ ³KRZHYHU PRUH DQG PRUH
practitioners realize that the two orientations grammar-based and communicative 
have elements that complement each other and that, when combined, can result 
in an eclectic approach that is efIHFWLYH LQ WHDFKLQJJUDPPDU WRDGXOW VWXGHQWV´ 
(Savage et al., 2010: 5).  In this eclectic method, teachers are allowed to use 
mixed strategies and techniques to present and explain the features of grammar. 
Figure 3.6 shows how English grammar could be taught using an eclectic 
approach.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure: 3.6. Teaching Grammar Eclectically 
As shown in figure 3.6, teachers can design their practice using deductive and/or 
inductive approaches. In the literature, various standpoints are suggested by 
researchers about teaching grammar eclectically. For instance, Batstone 
(1994b:53) considered that there are three main approaches for teaching 
grammar, (grammar as product, as process, or as skills). The product approach 
would help students to notice structure by focusing on specified forms and 
meanings, while teaching grammar as process would help students practise the 
skills of language use, allowing them to proceduralize their knowledge. Teaching 
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grammar as skills, on the other hand, would guide students in utilizing grammar 
for their own communication.  
 
Another view was presented by Thornbury (1999) in his book How to Teach 
Grammar, wherein he classified the various approaches to teaching grammar. 
He said that, first, grammar might be taught from rules, using a deductive 
approach in which teachers present the rules to students. Grammar might be 
alternatively taught using examples, as in inductive learning. Yet another option 
which would be to teach grammar through the use of texts. This method, for 
instance, might work with Libyan students whose teachers are more experienced 
and who could choose appropriate texts DFFRUGLQJ WR WKHLUVWXGHQWV¶QHHGVDQG
XVHWKHVWXGHQWV¶own language.  
 
In his paper µIntegrative L2 Grammar Teaching: Exploration, Explanation and 
Expression¶ Sysoyev (1999) mentioned a good method of teaching grammar 
which he termed the EEE method. This involves teaching grammar through 
combining form, meaning and purpose at the same time. The method consists of 
three equally important stages: exploration, explanation and expression (EEE). In 
the first stage students look at certain sentences under an instructor's 
supervision, and discover a grammatical pattern. This stage also involves 
cognitive learning, and students spend some time discussing and identifying the 
patterns, which helps them to understand the rules. In the explanation stage the 
teacher makes these rules explicit. 6\VR\HY¶V SURSRVDO LV VXSSRUWHG E\ 3LFD¶V
(1985) findings that showing the rules makes students' speech more 
grammatically accurate. He considered it essential for teachers to connect the 
rules to examples from the first stage, upon which students have already built 
some knowledge. The third stage of expression is then concerned with 
production, because here students use new structures in interaction and produce 
meaningful utterances.  
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Furthermore, Sysoyev considered that this method will help L2 Learners to focus 
on form and meaning equally, thus leading them to use language 
communicatively. This method is useful but it may not work in all contexts, 
EHFDXVH PRYLQJ IRUZDUG IURP RQH VWDJH WR WKH QH[W GHSHQGV RQ WHDFKHUV¶
proficiency. Students may also have different levels of English, and so some 
circumstances related either to students or to teachers might inhibit the process.  
 
Huang (2005) stated that grammar might be taught in terms of product or 
process. Teaching grammar as product focuses on giving learners a clear and 
explicit framework for the language but it may not help learners to use the 
language. Conversely, teaching grammar as process emphasizes the use of 
ODQJXDJH E\ WKH OHDUQHU ,W ZDV FRQFOXGHG WKDW ³JUDPPDU WHDFKLQJ DQG
communicative teaching both completed each other and he advised teachers to 
GRERWK´$]DU 
 
Borg and Burns (2008) argued that regular phases of explicit practice encourage 
students to discover rules, even if the use of direct explanation is discounted. 
The present researcher disagrees with this view because explicit practice guides 
students towards understanding rules, leading them to build their knowledge of 
grammar only, which does not always help them to use the language. 
³(VVHQWLDOO\WKHGHFLVLRQDVWRWKHEHVWZD\WRWHDFKJUDPPDUKDVWREHWDNHQE\
the practitioner within a specific situation, informed by research and by his or her 
own professional experience- and reflection-EDVHGMXGJPHQW´8U 
 
In some studies such as those by Fotos (1993) and Mohamed (2001), inductive 
instruction has been found to lead to higher gains in learning than did deductive 
instruction. In contrast, other studies such as those by Fotos and Ellis (1991), 
Sheen (1992) and Robinson (1996) found that deductive instruction was more 
effective. Other findings such as those of Fotos (1994b) and Rosa and O'Neill 
(1999), indicated no significant difference between the effectiveness of inductive 
and deductive instruction. However, all of these studies confirmed that both 
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methods can lead to significant gains in knowledge. Therefore the present study 
is concerned with investigating teaching grammar methods with different modes 
of instruction used among the teachers involved. 
  
In summary, although different studies have been conducted into approaches to 
teaching grammar, it is yet not clear whether or not mixed-method approaches 
work effectively. Therefore, this study also examines this approach to teaching 
English grammar by observing teachers in their actual classroom practice and 
from their own points of view. It is clear that inductive methods of teaching 
grammar are more constructive than deductive methods, because students will 
use their awareness of the language to discover rules.  
 
3.6. THE TEACHER¶6STRATEGIES IN GRAMMAR ACTIVITIES 
The teacher¶V strategies often change to fit the nature of the lesson, the type of 
classroom activity, the level of the learners and the specific objectives of the 
teaching process.  Dubin and Olshtain (2000) pointed out that the teacher is the 
most significant factor in determining the success of a new syllabus or materials. 
If a teacher selects materials carefully, plans the lesson well, organizes 
classroom activities properly and changes his/her teaching strategies and 
techniques occasionally, his/her task will be much easier and more successful. 
The teacher¶V role in modeling the activity then also develops the studHQWV¶
readiness for the grammar task (ibid). 
 
Accordingly, it is known that the teacher¶V role in modeling and monitoring activity 
in grammar practice results from the teaching methods used, which could involve 
deductive or inductive practice or both. In teaching English grammar, teachers 
use these strategies or techniques to manage using grammatical terms, error 
correction, providing feedback, XVLQJ VWXGHQWV¶ / and checking that students 
understand the task.  
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3.6.1. Using Grammatical Terms  
Grammatical terminology or metalanguage is a form of language which teachers 
XVHZKHQ WHDFKLQJ ODQJXDJH UXOHV ³7KHXVHRIJUDPPDWLFDO WHUPLQRORJ\ LQ WKH
language classroom has received little practical discussion, perhaps because it is 
considered incompatible with most approaches to language teaching in the late 
WZHQWLHWK FHQWXU\´ %HUU\  7KHUH DUH GLIIHUHQW YLHZV in the field of 
second language learning about the WHDFKHU¶V XVe of grammatical terms. Azar 
(2007) found that grammatical terminology could be taught as an end in itself, or 
taught as a way to help learners to understand how the English language works. 
This means that grammatical terms could be taught deductively or inductively, 
and FODVVURRP SUDFWLFH GHSHQGV RQ WKH WHDFKHUV¶ SODQV PHWKRGV RI WHDFKLng, 
and the classroom environment.  
 
Some researchers support its use, and others do not. However, it seems that it is 
necessary because EFL learners will not be able to build sentences unless they 
can distinguish their composite parts. Carter (1990:109) found that using 
PHWDODQJXDJH RU JUDPPDWLFDO WHUPLQRORJ\ SURYLGHV ³DQ HFRQRPLF DQG SUHFLVH
ZD\ RI GLVFXVVLQJ SDUWLFXODU IXQFWLRQV DQG SXUSRVHV RI ODQJXDJH´ (OOLV 
stated that grammatical items should be taught, but he pointed to the lack of 
practical evidence within second language acquisition (SLA) research to provide 
clear support for this. However, other researchers do not support its use. For 
example, Mitchell and Redmond (1993) argued that teachers need to teach 
students how to develop their ability to interact in the target language, but not to 
talk grammatically about the language. Yet other researchers have said that 
XVLQJPHWDODQJXDJHGHSHQGVRQ WKH OHDUQHUV¶QHHGIRU such terminology, but it 
can be argued that learners always need to know it in order to arrange their 
ideas. Freeman (1991) found that grammatical terms are useful if teachers use 
WKHP LQZD\V WKDWKHOS WR LPSURYHDQGGHYHORS WKHLU OHDUQHUV¶DELOLW\ WRDFTXLUH
the language. The use of grammatical terms is explored in-depth in the current 
study. 
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Another study conducted by Andrews (1999a) used a sixty-item test to assess 
the knowledge of twenty experienced EFL teachers in Hong Kong. It was found 
that the teachers had a firm grasp of grammar and linguistic metalanguage, but 
that did not help them to explain grammatical rules or mistakes since they scored 
only 42% on the fifteen items requiring explanation. Andrews (2006) conducted a 
follow-up study of three of these teachers which revealed that additional teaching 
experience as well as the completion of post-graduate degrees in EFL teaching 
did not increase their ability to explain grammar rules or mistakes. The reason for 
this could be that participants in his studies were used to the traditional methods 
of teaching grammar, where the teachers focus on teaching metalanguage as an 
end in itself (Lan, 2011).  
 
When L2 is learned in class, learners need some exposure to grammatical terms 
as it shows students how to name the types of words and word groups that make 
up sentences. However, having taught metalanguage for many years, the 
present researcher has found that Libyan students encounter difficulty when 
seeking to understand the jargon. The reason might be because metalanguage is 
seen as a subject like algebra, although Azar (2007) argued for using grammar 
terminology more as a temporary tool to facilitate teacher-student 
communication.   
 
The reason for difficulty might also be related to the ways in which students use 
English grammatical terms in different situations. In this case, students need to 
learn how to use English words according to their form, function and meaning. 
Leech, et al. (1982) mentioned that for students to know the difference between 
words they should first test the word to determine whether it is a noun, verb, 
adjective or adverb. To perform that test, we can look at its form: for example, 
good-ness (noun), novel-ist (noun), stiff-en (verb), clari-fy (verb), Liby-an 
(adjective), credible (adjective), slow-ly (adverb).  
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To demonstrate this, Leech et al. (1982) divided form into two elements. We can 
tell the class of a word partly from its form: First, definite suffixes distinguish 
certain word classes, e.g. satisfaction (noun); satisfy (verb); satisfactory 
(adjective). Finally, irregular cases should be considered. Changes occur in the 
form of some words when the vowel letter changes, for example, woman/women, 
ring/ rang; or words may change completely, such as in good / better, go / went. 
It has also been argued that function is more important than form and meaning. 
For example, according to Leech et al. (1982) we can also tell whether a word is 
DQRXQYHUEDGMHFWLYHRUDGYHUEIURPLWVIXQFWLRQ:HUHO\RQDZRUG¶VIXQFWLRQ
more than its meaning or form, because the latter attributes are not always a 
reliable reference.  
 
Some researchers such as Berry (2008: 19) have asserted that ³ZKHWKHU
teachers use terminology seems to be determined not so much by 
PHWKRGRORJLFDOIDFWRUVDVE\SHUVRQDORQHV´+Hsupported this by indicating that 
³WKHUHLVHYLGHQFHWKDWRQHRIWKH majors determinants of terminology use is the 
WHDFKHUV¶ RZQ EDFNJURXQG LH ZKHWKHU WKHLU RZQ WHDFKHUV XVHG PXFK
WHUPLQRORJ\ DQG ZKHWKHU WKH\ KDYH KDG D IRUPDO FRXUVH LQ (QJOLVK JUDPPDU´
(Berry, 2001:112). This argument is supported by Borg (1998), who found that 
WHDFKHUV¶FODVVURRPSUDFWLFHVDUHJXLGHGE\WKHLUSHUVRQDOEHOLHIVDQGDWWLWXGHV
It certainly seems that WKH WHDFKHU¶V EDFNJURXQG VXSSRUWHG E\ WKHLU RZQ
experience of learning, represents the most important aspect that guides and 
directs teachers in class. It can also be argued that there are other factors which 
DIIHFW WHDFKHUV¶ GHFLVLRQV UHJDUGLQJ WKH XVH RI PHWDODQJXDJH RU JUDPPDWLFDO
WHUPLQRORJ\+RZHYHU%HUU\IRXQGWKDWWKHVHIDFWRUVDUH³RXWVLGHWKH
WHDFKHU¶V FRQWURO VXFK DV WKe presence of terminology in textbooks, or its 
usefulness for learners in self-VWXG\PRGH´ 
 
In summary, research into all of these issues in teaching grammatical terms 
reveals that it is still controversial. Nevertheless it was considered very important 
to explore this in the present study. 
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3.6.2. Grammatical Error Correction 
Researchers have different views of error correction in general and how and 
when it should be conducted in particular. For example, Ellis (1996: 22) stated 
that, "errors, according to behaviourist theory, were the result of non-learning 
rather than wrong learning". This means behaviourists look at errors as a bad 
thing which should be avoided. This theory, however, has been completely 
rejected by researchers in the field of applied linguistics. Recently, a number of 
studies on language teaching show that errors sometimes need correction 
(Brown, 2000; Gass & Selinker, 2001; Johnson, 2001; Lochtman, 2002; 
Sercombe, 2002; Block, 2003; Hulterstrom, 2005). According to these studies, 
learners commit errors because of a lack of knowledge of their target language. 
They also added that teachers should allow students to initiate error correction 
procedures themselves, and therefore make more independent progress in 
learning. 
 
Furthermore, there is another view concerning error correction those from the 
cogniWLYLVWV¶point of view. Here, errors are believed to be a step towards learning 
and may show the progress of learning. For example, Johnson (2001: 39) said 
that, "we do not need to worry when a learner makes an error". According to 
Brown (2001: 66), "Errors are, in fact, windows to a learner's internalised 
understanding of the second language, and therefore they give the teachers 
something observable to react to".  
 
It can be argued that EFL teachers KDYHGLIIHUHQWPHWKRGVLQFRUUHFWLQJVWXGHQWV¶
errors in general, and grammatical errors in particular. The main reason for this is 
that there is no clear division between situations in which teachers should offer 
correction and those in which they should not. McDonough and Shaw (2003) 
found that the methods used for and decisions about error correction depend on 
the WHDFKHU¶V attitude and the type of error. They also stated WKDW WHDFKHUV¶
feedback may help students achieve better results. This is also confirmed by 
Hargie and Dickson (2004), who found that encouragement and feedback from 
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the teacher have a JUHDW LPSDFW RQ VWXGHQWV¶ HQJDJHPHQW LQ PHDQLQJIXO
communication.  
 
0RUHRYHU³LQIRUHLJQODQJXDJHOHDUQLQJHUURUFRUUHFWLRQKDVEHFRPHRQHRIWhe 
LPSRUWDQWWHDFKLQJSURFHVVHV´)DQJ	;XH-mei, 2007:10). Therefore, the current 
study aims to identify the appropriate strategies and techniques that teachers of 
JUDPPDULQ/LE\DXVHWRFRUUHFWWKHLUVWXGHQWV¶HUURUV6DYDJHHWDOVWDWHG
that students¶ grammatical errors may be corrected overtly or indirectly. The 
teacher¶s choice is dependent on a number of variables. In overt error correction, 
the correct form is provided whereas indirect correction techniques involve cuing 
students and expecting them to correct the error by themselves. 
 
Previous studies (James, 1998; Nunan and Lamb, 1996; Harmer, 1998; Stuart et 
al., 2002; Gottlieb, 2006 & Ali, 2008), have identified different techniques of error 
correction EFL teachers could use when they teach English grammar. The 
choice is determined to a large extent by the approaches adopted by language 
teachers. These techniques of error correction in teaching grammar as listed 
below, should be effective and prompt in order to achieve the goals and 
objectives of the language course: 
 
x Gestures such as pointing, raising a hand and/or facial expressions 
could be used to correct grammatical errors. For instance, a smile, raised 
eyebrows, pursed lips or an expression of distaste could help students in 
understanding. As James (1998: 21) stated, "As a general rule, your face 
(and your body) ought to mirror the mood of what you are saying or the 
intention behind it". 
 
x Eye contact could also be used as a non-verbal communication when 
explaining or correcting oral grammatical errors. Eye contact gives the 
students the feeling that their teacher is paying much attention to them 
and this engages the students' attention and give them confidence (see 
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Stuart et al., 2002). Therefore, EFL teachers need to keep moving their 
gaze from one student to another to include everyone. In Libyan culture, 
nonverbal communication such as gestures, facial expressions and eye 
contact can show the emotions of teachers towards students' 
responses. 
 
x Repetition techniques could be used in correcting grammatical errors. 
Repetition techniques may involve individual or choral repetition. Choral 
repetition is of great value because the whole class benefits from the 
correction of an error. It gives students confidence (where immediate 
individual repetition might cause anxiety) and it gives the teacher a 
general idea of whether or not the students have grasped the model 
(Harmer, 1998: 65). 
 
x Peer correction could be also used. When the self-correction process 
breaks down, or is not workable, another student can help by providing 
WKHFRUUHFWDQVZHU,QWKLVUHJDUG+DUPHUVXJJHVWVWKDW³:H
can ask if anyone else can give the correct response. We can ask if 
anyone can 'help' the student who has made an error. If another student 
can supply the correct information it will be good for that student's self-
esteem. However, the student who originally made the mistake may feel 
KXPLOLDWHG LI WKLV WHFKQLTXH LV XVHG LQVHQVLWLYHO\´ 1XQDQ DQG /DPE
(1996) point out that peer correction is useful in the case of 
understanding how the students made errors. It develops students' 
awareness of their errors because when a student makes an error, the 
other students make him/her aware of that error and s/he gradually 
GHYHORSVDVHQVHRIDZDUHQHVV+RZHYHU³LW LVDXVHful technique that 
the teacher, after peer correction, asks the student who first made the 
error to repeat the correct form or utterance again. This is to let the 
VWXGHQWV NQRZ WKH H[DPSOH KLVKHU VWXGHQWV JDYH ZDV FRUUHFW´ $OL
2008: 55). 
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x Finally, the stXGHQWV¶ / PLJKW EH XVHG WR FRUUHFW JUDPPDWLFDO HUURUV 
Some teachers find this an effective technique. "English language 
learners should be encouraged to use their first language, especially at 
the onset of second language acquisition, and the extent that the first 
language is an instructional aid or tool should be reflected in classroom 
assessment practices" (Gottlieb, 2006: 42). However some researchers 
oppose the use of L1 in classroom practice (see section 3.6.4). 
 
It seems likely that, in teaching grammar, error correction is essential in EFL 
contexts. This is confirmed by researchers such as Lochtman (2002), who found 
that a focus on form in learning a second language is needed. He also added 
that it is better if teachers do not use direct error correction techniques, as this 
encourages students to feel more confident. This is confirmed by Pazaver and 
:DQJ   ZKR DUJXHG WKDW ³VHYHUDO VWXGLHV FDUULHG RXW LQ IRUHLJQ
language situations do seem to indicate that students find error correction and 
JUDPPDULQVWUXFWLRQKHOSIXOLQODQJXDJHOHDUQLQJ´ 
 
In addition, there are different opinions in the literature regarding the best time to 
correct errors. Kelly (2006) and Fauziati (2011), for example, found that 
correction should be done immediately after the learner has finished his/her 
message, and again at the end of the lesson. In contrast, Johnson (2008:336) 
DUJXHG WKDW IOXHQF\ SUDFWLFH ³FDQ EH QRWHG GRZQ RU WDSH-reordered) and 
FRUUHFWHGDIWHUWKHHYHQW´7KHSURFHVVRIHUURUFRUUHFWLRQDWDQ\WLPHVhould of 
necessity be done carefully and in a cautious manner, in order not to put the 
student under any pressure. 
 
Correspondingly, it is clear that the timing of correction depends on the goals of 
WKH DFWLYLW\ ,I WKH WHDFKHU¶V IRFXV LV RQ DFFXUDF\ WKHQ correction should be 
instant, whereas if the teacher is focusing more on fluency they can be more 
generous with mistakes (Borg, 1998).  
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In summary, it can be said that teachers have various options in correcting 
OHDUQHUV¶JUDPPDWLFDOHUURUV Knowledge of these techniques may help teachers 
of grammar to select what fit their teaching situations.  
 
Therefore, providing students with feedback is reviewed next as an important 
strategy in the teaching and learning of English grammar.  
 
3.6.3. Providing Feedback 
Providing students with feedback is an essential function in language teaching 
and teachers may apply implicit and/or explicit feedback. Ellis (2006: 99) stated 
that ³there is some evidence that explicit feedback is more effective in both 
eliciting the leDUQHU¶V LPPHGLDWH FRUUHFW XVH RI WKH VWUXFWXUH DQG LQ HOLFLting 
VXEVHTXHQW FRUUHFW XVH´. The reason for this may be that explicit feedback is 
given directly to the learners and they do not need to think about what the 
teacher means. Applying implicit feedback will not always work because not all of 
the learners may understand, even though some researchers such as Muranoi 
(2000) have found that implicit feedback is most likely to be more effective.   
 
Nassaji and Swain (2000) found that both positive and negative feedback from 
teachers affects the process of learning grammar. They confirmed that negative 
feedback is essential and could help EFL learners, whereas positive feedback 
leads the learners towards the correct form of the target language. Furthermore, 
negative feedback has been found to be more effective for more advanced 
learners in a study by Nassaji and Swain, (2000: 34), which also identified the 
differences between types of feedback in teaching grammar and how they might 
affect the learning of English grammar.  
 
Cook (2001) found that feedback occurs during classroom interactive activities. 
This interaction is usually structured by the teacher, and involves the evaluation of 
WKHVWXGHQW¶VUHVSRQVH(ibid). Feedback informs students about their achievements 
(Daines et al., 2006), which can be assumed to be beneficial in learning English 
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grammar. Therefore, the current study considers the use of feedback between 
teachers and students in teaching grammar. 
 
While monitoring an activity, the teacher notes WKHOHDUQHUV¶HUURUVDQGWKHUHIRUH
should provide them with the required feedback, asking them to make their work 
clear or to repeat what they said. This strategy can be considered to be positive 
feedback for learners because it helps students to improve their linguistic 
competence. Negative feedback sometimes discourages learners and damages 
confidence.  
 
There are two options that teachers choose when giving learners feedback in 
grammar practice. When providing IHHGEDFN GXULQJ DQ DFWLYLW\ ³WKH WHDFKHU
should provide feedback on grammar and pronunciation errors that are common 
WRDOOWKHVWXGHQWV´ (Savage et al,. 2010: 23). Learners or the whole class can be 
provided with feedback inductively after the activity is concluded. For example, 
Ellis (2006: 100) IRXQGWKDW ³LW LVEHVWFRQGXFWHGXVLQJDPL[WXUHRI LPSOLFLWDQG
H[SOLFLWIHHGEDFNW\SHVWKDWDUHERWKLQSXWEDVHGDQGRXWSXWEDVHG´ 
 
In summary, some teaching methods require a major role for the teacher in the 
classroom situation, while others tend to minimize the teacher's role and instead 
maximize that of the learner. Therefore, EFL teachers should be aware of all the 
techniques stated above in order to be successful in teaching grammar.  
 
Due to the importance of the L1 in L2 classes, its use is considered in the 
following section.  
 
3.6.4. Using Students' L1  
The use of L1 in the L2 classroom remains a vexed issue. It is still used in the 
context researched. Researchers such as Al-Nofaie (2010: 65) suggested that 
EHFDXVH VRPH WHDFKHUV ³EHOLHYHG WKDW mixing two languages would not help 
students to reach fluency; therefore, learners should employ their mental abilities 
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WRXQGHUVWDQGWKHPHDQLQJRIWKHQHZODQJXDJH´+RZDWWDOVRIRXQGWKDW
some teachers emphasize the importance of L1, especially when introducing 
unfamiliar items. The reason for this might be that VWXGHQWV ³ILQG GLIILFXOWLHV LQ
XVLQJ(QJOLVKIRUFRPPXQLFDWLRQ´5DEDEDK2003:16). The present study aims to 
explore this issue in the teaching and learning of English grammar. 
 
On the other hand some linguists, such as Tumbull (2001), argued that that the 
use of L1 can facilitate the process of teaching grammar and vocabulary, but 
cautions against teachers relying on it too much. Phillipson (1992) found that 
those caught using the first language were often punished or shamed for doing 
so. Those who argue against using the first language say that it does not 
encourage students to learn the second language. They further argue that 
students do not get to hear the second language as much as they might if the 
teacher uses the L1 extensively (Ellis, 1984, cited in Hawks, 2001; Prodromou, 
2002). In Libya, for example, students tend not to try to understand the meaning 
of a particular task, and will wait for the teacher to translate the meaning of new 
words instead. Learners feel that they will be unable to understand until these 
words have been translated into their L1 (Atkinson, 1987). Some appropriate use 
of L1 surely GRHVIDFLOLWDWHDVWXGHQW¶VOHDUQLQJUDWKHUWKDQLQWHUIHULQJZLWKLW,IWKH
structures of the two languages are distinct, then one expects a relatively high 
frequency of errors to occur in the second language due to interference by the 
first language on the second language (Ellis, 1997). 
 
Cook (2001) stated that, over the last century, the use of the first language has 
generally been proscribed in second language teaching. It may even be 
completely forbidden and, at the least, its use is minimized in second language 
classes. However, Cook (2001) advocates the more positive stance of 
maximizing L2 use. He states that since the / LVDOZD\VSUHVHQW LQ WKHXVHU¶V
mind it would be artificial, as well as sometimes unsuccessful, to avoid its use 
completely.  
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Some studies have shown that the occasional use of L1 by both students and 
teachers increases both the comprehension and learning of an L2 (Tang, 2002; 
Wells, 1999). However, according to one group of researchers, a number of 
grammar points can be taught in the target language, especially through the use 
of physical or visual displays (Pachler & Field, 2001).  There are occasions when 
the first language should be used in the classroom, such as when giving 
instructions, helping the class to express and check their comprehension of 
lexical items, or presenting rules governing grammar or grammatical forms and 
meanings. It may be difficult to do this without using the first language, and it 
saves time that might be wasted trying to enforce a rule prohibiting the use of the 
first language. 
 
Some researchers point out the benefits in using the first language of students in 
the English classroom. Auerbach (1993) argued that it reduces their anxiety. 
Others have found that it creates a more relaxing learning environment (Burden, 
2000), and may facilitate the task of explaining the meaning of abstract words 
and introducing the differences between the L1 and L2 in terms of grammar and 
pronunciation (Buckmaster, 2000). In addition, it helps the teacher to check if the 
students understand or not, as well as in giving instructions (Atkinson, 1987).  
 
In summary, different arguments have been made about the VWXGHQWV¶XVe of L1 
in L2 classes. Therefore, the current study takes into account the extent to which 
students use the L1 in grammar classes. 
 
3.6.5. Checking Students¶ Understanding   
Checking studenWV¶ XQGHUVWDQGLQJ of WKH WDVN LV RQH RI WKH WHDFKHU¶V most 
important activities in classroom practice. Savage et al. (2010: 23) argued that 
WKHUHDUHGLIIHUHQWZD\VRI FKHFNLQJVWXGHQWV¶ XQGHUVWDQGLQJ of grammar: ³RQH
way to check understanding is to have a student or students do the first item in 
an exercise. Another way is to have a student volunteer explain the task. Yet a 
third way is for the teacher WRDVNTXHVWLRQVDERXWWKHSURFHVV´7KH\DOVRVWDWHG
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WKDW³ZKLOHVWXGHQWVDUHZRUNLQJRQWKHLURZQWKH teacher circulates to check that 
students are doing the task correctly and assists them as needed, including 
FRUUHFWLQJLQGLYLGXDOVWXGHQWV¶HUURUVLQJUDPPDUDQGSURQXQFLDWLRQ´LELG$OO
of these strategies are examined in the current study.  
 
ChecNLQJ VWXGHQWV¶ XQGHUVWDQGLQJ RI the rules of grammar is necessary and 
important. It waV GHVFULEHG E\ +DUULV DQG 0F&DQQ  DV ³D ZD\ RI
FROOHFWLQJ LQIRUPDWLRQ DERXW RXU VWXGHQWV¶ SHUIRUPDQFH LQ QRUPDO FODVVURRP
FRQGLWLRQV´7KLVPHDQVWKDWWHDFKHUVFDn check their students informally, without 
the students feeling that they are being assessed. This technique may be 
continuous during the teaching and learning process. For example, a teacher 
may assess how his or her students speak, write and read.  
 
Hedge (2000) found that teachers may make use of any information that has 
EHHQ JDLQHG DERXW WKHLU VWXGHQWV¶ SURJUHVV DV D EDVLV IRU IXWXUH SURFHGXUHV
DLPLQJ WR VXSSRUW VWXGHQWV¶ OHDUQLQJ 2Q WKLV SRLQW, Harlen (1994) stated that 
teachers employ this type of information in order to make decisions about their 
students. Broughton et al. (1980) investigated whether or not students had 
learned what had been taught them and argued that, if they have, this means 
that the teaching process has been effective.  
 
Generally speaking, checking the understanding of grammar activities is carried 
out so that students can be informed about their positive achievements as well as 
their weaknesses, and in order to be advised or directed about what they need to 
do to learn better.  Checking understanding is not carried out at a certain point in 
time, as is the case in some teaching techniques, but is an ongoing process 
which may be conducted, as Sutton (1992:3) stated, ³HYHU\ IHZ PLQXWHV´ +H
also added that, without this technique teachers could not function effectively. 
 
0RUHRYHU WKH WHDFKHU¶VFKHFNLQJRIVWXGHQWXQGHUVWDQGLQJFRXOGRFFXU WKURXJK
observation during grammar classes. This technique may also tell teachers what 
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the next steps should be; whether to go forward, or if they need to revise certain 
points first because the students have not understood them. It is useful for both 
teachers and students, because it has no impact on students as they continue to 
learn, if they are unaware that their teacher is assessing them (Wilson, 1988). 
Teachers find observation easy and may do it at any time they wish. The purpose 
RIWKLVWHFKQLTXHLVWRLPSURYHWKHTXDOLW\RIWKHVWXGHQWV¶OHDUQLQJRIJUDPPDURU
other aspects of language, and it should not be evaluative or involve the grading 
of students.  
 
In summary, these techniques of checking understanding are very important for 
EFL teachers who need to know how they can put them into practice in order to 
effectively teach English grammar.  A great deal of effort is required to fulfill such 
D GHPDQGLQJ WDVN 2QH LW LV XQGHUVWRRG KRZ WHDFKHUV FKHFN WKHLU VWXGHQWV¶
understanding, there is a need to know how they provide them with feedback. 
 
3.7. SUMMARY OF THE CHAPTER  
The teaching and learning of English grammar is assumed not to be an easy 
task, and theories of learning relevant to this field of study have been reviewed. 
Motivation is also discussed as it is also an important factor in learning grammar. 
The asymmetry between the roles of teachers and learners is discussed, and 
methods of teaching grammar and teacher strategies are then also reviewed.  
 
In the next chapter, other factors such as teacher cognition and knowledge are 
discussed. Some of the immediate and external factors which affect grammar 
classroom practices are reviewed. Finally, research on the relationship between 
teacher cognition and classroom practice in teaching grammar is reviewed.  
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CHAPTER FOUR: LITERATURE REVIEW II 
TEACHER COGNITION AND TEACHING GRAMMAR 
 
4.1. INTRODUCTION 
This chapter investigates the importance of teacher cognition and knowledge and 
how it is related to the teaching of grammar. Brief definitions of cognition and the 
difference between knowledge and beliefs are given. Next, different types of 
theoretical knowledge, including general pedagogical knowledge (GPK), 
pedagogical content knowledge (PCK), and knowledge of context are discussed. 
Furthermore, the practical knowledge of language teachers, such as concerning 
subject matter knowledge (SMK), and their prior experience as language learners 
and as teachers is also considered.  
 
The importance of EFL teachers having theoretical and practical knowledge is 
reviewed in order to develop an understanding of what teachers need to know in 
order to be professional teachers of grammar. The issues related to transforming 
WKH WHDFKHU¶V NQRZOHGJH LQWR SUDFWLFH DUH DOVR FRQVLGHUHG. This includes 
consideration of the effect of immediate and external factors and the classroom 
context on the teaching and learning of grammar, such as teacher knowledge 
about language, teacher language awareness, classroom size, learner variables, 
DQG WKH WHDFKHU¶V ODQJXDJH VNLOOV WUDLQLQJ DQG GHYHORSPHQW DQG HGXFDWLRQDO
culture. Finally, research on teacher cognition and classroom practice in teaching 
English grammar in particular is also reviewed. 
 
4.2. TEACHER COGNITION    
Teacher cognition is a broad concept. Borg (2003: 81) stated that it LV ³WKH
unobservable cognitive dimension of teaching what teachers know, believe, and 
WKLQN´ 7HFKQLFDOO\ LW UHIHUV WR KRZ LQIRUPDWLRQ LV VWRUHG LQ WKH PLQG DV
knowledge, what knowledge is, and how that knowledge is used. Moreover, 
cognition includes the mental information processing which impacts on 
behaviour. The concept is considered tREHDQXPEUHOODWHUPZKLFKLQFOXGHV³WKH
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store of beliefs, knowledge, assumptions, theories, and attitudes about all 
aspects of their work which teachers hold and which have a powerful impact on 
WHDFKHUV¶ FODVVURRP SUDFWLFHV´ %RUJ  $OO RI WKHVH psychological 
phenomena and their relationship WR WHDFKHUV¶ FODVVURRP SUDFWLFH LQ WHDFKLQJ
English grammar have been investigated in many studies. 
   
4.2.1. Knowledge and Beliefs 
Researchers such as Grossman, et al. (1989); Richardson (2002) and Nickols 
(2003) have different views about how to distinguish between knowledge and 
beliefs as aspects of teacher cognition, but in this study the teacher¶V knowledge 
in general, rather than beliefs, is investigated. Some researchers consider that 
knowledge is different from beliefs, whereas others see both mental constructs 
having the same meaning. Alternatively, knowledge is used as an umbrella term 
which covers beliefs and thoughts. Possible distinctions between the meanings 
of knowledge and beliefs are discussed below. 
 
Knowledge and beliefs have similar meanings, and it is difficult to separate them. 
Grossman et al. (1989:  UHSRUWHG WKDW ³ZKLOH ZH DUH WU\LQJ WR VHSDUDWH
WHDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHDQGEHOLHIVDERXWVXEMHFWPDWWHUIRUWKHSXUSRVHVRIFODULW\
we recognL]HWKDW WKHGLVWLQFWLRQ LVEOXUU\DWEHVW´7KLVZDVDOVRUHFRJQL]HGE\
Borg (2003: 86) who stated WKDWGLVWLQJXLVKLQJEHWZHHQ³EHOLHIVDQGNQRZOHGJHLV
SUREOHPDWLF5HVHDUFKHUVDWWHPSWLQJWKLVWDVNKDYHFRQFOXGHGDVPXFK´. Woods 
IRXQGWKDW³Lt was difficult in the data to distinguish between teachers 
referring to beliefs and knowledge as they discussed their decisions in the 
LQWHUYLHZV´ 2QH VROXWLRQ WR WKLV SUREOHP LV WR DVN WKH LQWHUYLHZHHV ZKDW WKH\
know rather than what they believe about phenomena, and this strategy was 
chosen in the present study.   
 
On the other hand, some researchers make clear distinctions between 
knowledge and beliefs. For instance, Richardson, (2002) reported that 
knowledge concerns what is true; beliefs do not. Beliefs are highly open with no 
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clear limits $EHOVRQ,QRWKHUZRUGVNQRZOHGJHIRFXVHVRQµZKDWLV¶DQG
EHOLHIV IRFXV RQ µZKDW VKRXOG EH¶ %RUJ, M, 2001). Therefore, beliefs can be 
thought of DVSDUWRINQRZOHGJHDQGVRLQWKLVUHVHDUFKWHDFKHUV¶NQRwledge is 
considered in broader terms.  
 
Those who consider beliefs to be part of knowledge think that ³NQRZOHGJH
encompasses all that a person knows or believes to be true, whether or not it is 
YHULILHGDVWUXHLQVRPHVRUWRIREMHFWLYHRUH[WHUQDOZD\´Alexander et al., 1991: 
317). This is particularly relevant with respect to researcK LQWR WKH WHDFKHU¶V
knowledge. Woods (1996: DUJXHG WKDW ³WKH K\SRWKHWLFDO FRQVWUXFW , DP
proposing, then, is of BAK [beliefs, attitudes, knowledge], a construct analogous 
to the notion of schema, but emphasizing the notion that beliefs, assumptions 
DQGNQRZOHGJHDUH LQFOXGHG´ It is assumed that knowledge is everything in our 
minds, some of which is true and some not true but all of which exist as 
knowledge. Thus, in this thesis, knowledge includes both beliefs and thoughts.  
 
Knowledge is very difficult to define comprehensively, as one must first 
understand what it means to know something. Thus, this section presents 
YDULRXVGHILQLWLRQVRIµNQRZOHGJH¶LQRUGHUWRXQGHUVtand what it is, and also how 
important it is not only from the educational perspective but in other areas of life. 
According to Nickols (2003), we should consider three things when we use the 
ZRUGµNQRZOHGJH¶ILUVWDVWDWHRINQRZLQJVXFKDVWREHDZDUe of, to recognize 
or apprehend facts, methods, principles, or techniques. Second, the word 
µNQRZOHGJH¶ UHIHUV WR WKH FDSDFLW\ IRU DFWLRQ DQG WKLUG LW UHIHUV WR FRGLILHG
captured and accumulated facts, methods, principles, and techniques.  
 
Geisler (2008) argued that we are told that knowledge is power and the gateway 
to prosperity. Another worthwhile definition was presented by Davenport and 
Prusak (1998: 5) who did not give a comprehensive definition of knowledge, but 
focused instead on a working definition more suitable for their purposes:  
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                       Knowledge is a fluid mix of framed experience, values, contextual 
information, and expert insight that provides a framework for evaluating 
and incorporating new experiences and information. It originates and is 
applied in the minds of knowers. In organizations, it often becomes 
embedded not only in documents or repositories but also in 
organizational routines, processes, practices and norms. 
 
The literature presents numerous definitions of knowledge, but none seem to be 
universally appropriate and depend on the context in which they are used. 
However it must be said that knowledge itself is very important to mankind and 
this is because people deal with it from the day they are born (Geisler, 2008). 
The question raised here concerns what types of knowledge people gather to 
meet their requirements; the main point being that not everyone needs the same 
knowledge, and different categories of knowledge cover different aspects of their 
life.  
 
Consequently, each person has his/her own knowledge which is required or 
learnt according to needs and motivations. For instance, EFL teachers in 
general, and the teachers of English in Libya who participated in this study in 
particular, need more than one category of knowledge in order to do their job.  
 
6LQFHWHDFKHUV¶EHOLHIVDUHFRQVLGHUHGDVDSDUWRIWKHLUNQRZOHGJH (Alexander et 
al., 1991), they are discussed in more detail in the following sections. 
 
4.2.2. Teacher Beliefs  
,Q WKH OLWHUDWXUH WHDFKHUV¶SUDFtices are said to be guided and affected by their 
beliefs in various different ways. To a large extent, what teachers say and do in 
the classroom is governed by their beliefs, as revealed in many different studies 
such as Johnson, (1992); Richards al et. (1992); Yim, (1993); Smith, (1996); 
Woods, (1996) and Ng and Farrell, (2003). Any training programme which 
FKDQJHV WHDFKHUV¶ EHOLHIV ZRXOG UHVXOW LQ WKHVH WHDFKHUV WHDFKLQJ GLIIHUHQWO\
(Peacock, 2001). A study conducted by MacDonald et al. (2001) examined the 
ideas of 55 novice teachers about language and language learning before and 
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after their course, using a beliefs inventory questionnaire. It was found that there 
were important changes in many of the scores, and in particular significant 
movement was noted among most of the participants towards academic 
conceptions of learning the language.  
 
In contrast, Chaves de Castro (2005) found that whether changes in beliefs effect 
VLPLODU FKDQJHV LQ WHDFKHUV¶ SUDFWLFH KDYH DOZD\V VKRZQ WKDW FKDQJHV LQ
conceptions GRQRWFDXVHDFRUUHVSRQGLQJFKDQJHLQWHDFKHUV¶SUDFWLFHV Studies 
of task-based learning in Hong Kong, for example, showed that participants 
admitted using a specific method of teaching, but observations of their classes 
revealed that, in fact, they used it very little (Carless, 2003). Another study on 
Malaysian EFL teachers conducted by Kennedy (1996) found that participants 
had an interactive view of language teaching and student-centred learning; 
however, their teaching was exclusively to traditional teacher-centered 
instruction.  
In other studies, teachers were found to regularly use activities and practices 
which reflected their conceptions of a focus on form, but sometimes this was not 
the case (Basturkmen et al., 2004; Tsang, 2004).  This means that teachers are 
not always affected by their beliefs in their practice. 1XQDQ¶V  VWXG\
explored the decisions of nine teachers in Australia concerning their practice. ³$
considerable body of literature now exists documenting the role of context, and 
particularly constraints, that can hinder teachers from implementing their stated 
EHOLHIV´%DVWXUNPHQHWDO 
 
$V VWDWHG DERYH GLIIHUHQW LQWHUSUHWDWLRQV RI WKH UHODWLRQVKLS EHWZHHQ WHDFKHUV¶
beliefs and practice have been reported. While some studies confirm that 
WHDFKHUV¶ SUDFWLFH LV JXLGHG E\ WKHLU EHOLHIV RWKHUV GR QRW 7KLV JLYHV WKH
LPSOLFDWLRQ WKDW ZH VKRXOG H[SORUH WHDFKHUV¶ NQRZOHGJH PRUH GHHSO\ DQG
investigate its relationship with their practice in teaching grammar.  
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4.3. TEACHER KNOWLEDGE 
7KH()/WHDFKHU¶VNQRZOHGJHLVFRQVLGHUHGWREHRIJUHDWLPSRUWDQFHLQWKHILHOG
of English language teaching. There are numerous definitions of teacher 
knowledge. For instance, Carter (1990) defined it as the total knowledge that the 
teacher has at his or her disposal at a particular moment which, by definition, 
underlies his or her actions. However, this does not mean that all the knowledge 
a teacher holds will actually play a role in her or his actions.  
 
Calderhead (1996) stated that teacher knowledge may have a variety of origins 
including both practical experience, such as usual practice, and formal schooling 
in the past, from initial teacher education or continued professional training. In 
addition, teachers can consciously or unconsciously refrain from using certain 
insights during their teaching. Teachers may also differ enormously in the extent 
to which they absorb theoretical knowledge along with their practical knowledge. 
 
Verloop et al. (2001) stated that various labels have been used in the literature of 
EFL teacher knowledge, each indicating some relevant aspect. For instance, 
professional craft knowledge refers to a specific component of knowledge that is 
PDLQO\ WKH SURGXFW RI WKH WHDFKHU¶V SUDFWLFDO H[SHULHQFH (Brown & McIntyre, 
1993; Shimahara, 1998), whereas action oriented knowledge indicates that this 
knowledge is for immediate use in teaching practice (Carter, 1990). Conversely, 
content and context related knowledge is knowledge that is to a great extent tacit 
(Calderhead & Robson, 1991; Cochran, et al., 1993; Eraut, 1994; Van Driel, et 
al., 1998) or it may be based on reflection on experience (Grimmett & 
MacKinnon, 1992).  
 
It is assumed that it is important to evaluate studies on EFL teacher knowledge 
not according to the labels used, but for a precise examination of what the study 
is about. Shulman (1986) and Wilson, et al. (1987) argued that knowledge is 
HVVHQWLDO IRU HIIHFWLYH WHDFKLQJ 7KH\ VWDWHG WKDW / WHDFKHUV¶ NQRZOHGJH DQG
effectiveness are affected by their proficiency in the target language, the degree 
72 
 
of knowledge the teacher has about the formal properties of the language such 
as its grammar and the culture of the L2 community, as well as an understanding 
of applied linguistics and curriculum development. In their study of the 
professional knowledge base required for teaching, they found that teachers 
draw upon many types of knowledge when making decisions in instructional 
planning and practice. If the goal of teaching is to promote learning, teachers 
need to be aware of the centrality of learners and how teacher behaviour will 
affect individual learners (Randall & Thornton, 2001). 
 
Furthermore, one of the most significant areas in investigating different 
FRPSRQHQWVRI WHDFKHUV¶ NQRZOHGJH LV WR NQRZKRZDVSHFWVRI WKLV knowledge 
PD\ LPSDFW XSRQ WKHLU SHUIRUPDQFH DV ZHOO DV VWXGHQWV¶ Dchievements in 
learning grammar.  
 
,W LV WKHUHIRUH LPSRUWDQW WR FRQVLGHU KRZ WKH GLIIHUHQW FRPSRQHQWV RI WHDFKHUV¶
knowledge are related to what they actually do in class. However, it appears to 
be very difficult to grasp the implicit and intuitive components of teacher cognition 
in research on teacher knowledge, which makes theoretical development and 
research initiatives in this field all the more important. 
 
Accordingly, second language teachers of grammar should have some 
theoretical knowledge of learning, including an understanding of the social, 
psychological and cognitive development of students. McMeniman, et al. (2003) 
summarized the most important types of knowledge which teachers should bring 
to their lessons or classrooms as being: content knowledge, curriculum 
knowledge, general pedagogical knowledge, and knowledge of learners and their 
characteristics. They should also have some knowledge of educational ends, 
purposes and values as well.   
 
,Q *URVVPDQ¶V  study, the WHDFKHU¶V NQRZOHGJH ZDV FODVVLILHG LQWR four 
general areas which are summarized as follows. 
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1. Subject matter knowledge (syntactic structures, content and 
substantive structure). 
2. General pedagogical knowledge (learners and learning, classroom 
management, curriculum and instruction and other). 
3. Pedagogical content knowledge or conceptions of purposes for 
teaching subject matter (knowledge of students' understanding, 
curricular knowledge and knowledge of Instructional strategies). 
4. Knowledge of context (students, district and school).  
 
It is assumed to be very important for language teachers to be armed with all of 
these types of knowledge. Johnston and Goettsch (2000: DUJXHGWKDW ³WKH
knowledge base and all its components should be central to any language 
WHDFKHUHGXFDWLRQSURJUDP´.   
 
Researchers such as Shulman (1986) have categorized these types of 
knowledge as practical knowledge which supports teachers in good practice. 
Meijer, et al. (1999) pointed to a complex and strong relationship between these 
categories of knowledge. However, in the current study, teacher knowledge is 
categorized into two main areas: 
 
1. Theoretical knowledge: general pedagogical knowledge, pedagogical 
content knowledge and knowledge of context. 
2. Practical knowledge: subject matter knowledge, prior experiences as 
language learners and prior experiences as language teachers. 
 
The teacher¶V knowledge is divided into these two main basic areas in order to 
understand how theory and practice are integrated in teaching English grammar. 
This study hopes to contribute to knowledge in both main areas. In order to 
understand the importance of teacher cognition, the different types of theoretical 
and practical teacher knowledge are discussed next, since these components 
are considered to be the main factors leading to effective grammar teaching.  
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4.3.1. Theoretical Teacher Knowledge 
There are several definitions of theoretical knowledge; some of which call it 
implicit knowledge and others procedural knowledge. Anderson (1995) argues 
that procedural knowledge is knowledge of how to do things, which is often 
implicit. In other words, implicit knowledge may be defined as a set of skills and 
experiences stored inside the minds of individuals, which is difficult to transport 
or transfer to others; this represents the greatest challenge in the management of 
knowledge within educational institutions.  
 
The literature on teaching has shown that rich theoretical knowledge is a basic 
part of expertise in teaching, but there is some evidence that reorganizing 
knowledge is a difficult task (Johnson, 1994; Woods, 1996; Calderhead & 
6KRUURFN7VXL,WKDVEHHQIRXQGWKDWWKDWDQ\FKDQJHLQWHDFKHUV¶
conceptions or mental models would require changing the whole organization of 
their theoretical knowledge, which would not be easy. For example, Wood (1996) 
FRQGXFWHGDVWXG\RIHLJKW(6/WHDFKHUVDQGIRXQGWKDW³ELWVRINQRZOHGJHDUH
LQWHUUHODWHG LQ VWUXFWXUHG ZD\V DQG WKXV«RQH SLHFH RI NQRZOHGJH FDQQRW EH
changed without having effects on other pieces of knowledge in the system. The 
JURZWK RI NQRZOHGJH WKHQ LPSOLHV D UHRUJDQL]DWLRQ RI WKH V\VWHP´ :RRGV
1996: 62). However, procedural knowledge or theoretical knowledge is seen as 
an essential but not sufficient factor in the development of knowledge about 
WHDFKLQJ 7KLV LV FRQILUPHG E\ 7VXL¶V  ILQGLQJV WKDW RQH WHDFKHU ZKR
learned a lot of teaching activities could not develop his knowledge of EFL 
teaching. 
 
Research has also confirmed that theoretical knowledge is important for learning 
EHFDXVHLWKHOSVWRLPSURYHWKHWHDFKHU¶VFRJQLWLYHFDSDFLW\LQRUGHUWRIRFXVRQ
understanding the classroom and learning to teach. In her study of four EFL 
teachers, Tsui (2003) found that this kind of knowledge, such as that concerning 
routines, ZDV FUXFLDO LQ WKH SURFHVV RI WHDFKHU OHDUQLQJ ³WKH PHQWDO UHVRXUFHV
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IUHHGXSE\WKHXVHRIURXWLQHVZLOOEHµUHLQYHVWHG¶LQWKHSXUVXLWRIQHZJRDOVDQG
problem-solving at a higher level, which the teachers did not have the capacity to 
GHDOZLWKHDUOLHU´ LELG7KLV type of knowledge is not only helpful for 
teachers but also for learners. Therefore, the present study explored this type of 
knowledge in more detail regarding the teaching and learning of English 
grammar. 
 
4.3.1.1. General pedagogical knowledge 
The first component of knowledge which is needed by a teacher is general 
pedagogical knowledge. This important type of knowledge focuses on the 
understanding of the broad principles of teaching and learning, including 
classroom management (McMeniman et al., 2003). It also considers the 
understanding of organization and planning, of teaching strategies and research 
methods, all of which contribute to the effective teaching of grammar.  
 
Moreover, teachers should have some knowledge of educational aims, goals and 
purposes, and should know how to manage both educational rules and their own 
ideas when they teach. Therefore, these issues are explored in this study in 
order to know whether or not EFL teachers of grammar have at least some 
general information about pedagogical aspects such as how to use certain 
techniques, strategies and other elements related to classroom management. 
Teachers of grammar should also have knowledge of the curriculum in order to 
know how to use particular materials such as new textbooks. According to     
McMeniman et al. (2003), general pedagogical knowledge is divided into four 
components: learners and learning, classroom management, the curriculum, and 
instruction. 
 
7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHDERXWOearners is an essential component of the knowledge 
WKH\ UHTXLUH 0XOORFN   0XOORFN¶V  VWXG\ IRXQG WKDW
understanding students¶ strengths, weaknesses and needs was an essential 
aspect of the TESOL teachers¶ work. Knowledge of learners is considered as a 
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part of the pedagogical knowledge held by teachers (ibid). This type of 
knowledge has been discussed in more detail in section 4.5.4.  
 
Knowledge of learning includes theoretical knowledge about learning. Teachers 
already have knowledge of learning because they were themselves once 
students. Meanwhile, they should know about different learning theories and their 
processes involved in learning. Freeman (2001) stated that this type of 
knowledge is neglected in L2 teacher education, but that it should be considered 
because it promotes understanding among teachers of how students learn a 
topic such as grammar.  
 
With respect to different learning theories, it is a commonplace that learners may 
have learning styles and ways of learning. Researchers such as Sarasin (1998: 
GHILQHG OHDUQLQJVW\OHDV ³WKHSUHIHUHQFHRUSUHGLVSRVLWLRQRIDQ LQGLYLGXDO WR
perceive and process information in a particular ZD\ RU FRPELQDWLRQ RI ZD\V´. 
One important issue here is what kinds of styles, strategies, techniques and 
methods of learning teachers know about or themselves used to learn English 
grammar, because their knowledge of learning will affect their knowledge of 
teaching. Generally speaking, it can be argued that we learn from our mistakes 
and from our experience or from things that have happened to other people 
around us.  
 
Furthermore, Butler (1988) suggested that learners might learn using any of four 
learning styles: concrete, abstract, sequential, and random. Moreover learners 
could combine these learning styles according to their needs or their interests.  In 
order to tackle WKLV LVVXH ()/ WHDFKHUV VKRXOG KDYH NQRZOHGJH RI VWXGHQWV¶
learning needs as well as their cognitive development. More details about the 
learning of grammar have been given in section 3.2. 
 
Another component of general pedagogical knowledge is classroom 
management which, according Siedentop and Tannehill (2000), includes 
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organizing for instruction, obeying rules of behaviour, getting equipment out and 
putting it away. Classroom management involves routines, strategies or 
techniques used by teachers.  Siedentop and Tannehill (2000) argued that 
teachers must draw up their management systems before effective instruction 
takes place. 
 
Furthermore, knowledge of instruction and the curriculum are important because 
they include general principles of teaching and learning. Instruction means the 
behaviours that teachers engage in to fulfill the curriculum and teach according to 
their aims and the lesson plans they use. Siedentop and Tannehill (2000) stated 
that instruction and the curriculum complement each other, and therefore must 
be integrated appropriately.  
 
Active instruction enables teachers to use particular strategies, including creating 
D SRVLWLYH OHDUQLQJ FOLPDWH ZKHUH ³WKH DELOLW\ RI the teacher to increase the 
TXDQWLW\DQGTXDOLW\RISUDFWLFHLVWKHXOWLPDWHWHDFKLQJVNLOO´5LQN,Q
other words, effective instruction means the teacher could use instruction that 
supports students in communicating with each other and with their teachers. 
,QVWUXFWLRQDOVR LQFOXGHV WKH WHDFKHU¶VDELOLW\ WRSURYLGH IHHGEDFN WRHQFRXUDJH
student learning. Therefore, it involves everything teachers do in their classes 
related to teaching grammar.  
 
Consequently, it can be assumed that teachers give instructions and adapt them 
IRUWKHVSHFLILFFRQWHQWWKH\DUHWHDFKLQJ7KLVFDQDOVREHFDOOHGµWHDFKLQJVW\OH¶
according to the different options or methods they employ. Mosston and 
Ashworth (1994) stated that teaching style includes: practice, self-check, the self-
teaching style, command, discovery, convergent discovery, learner-initiated and 
the individual programme. Therefore, this research investigates if Libyan 
teachers of English grammar are aware of different teaching styles.  
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4.3.1.2. Pedagogical content knowledge 
Pedagogical content knowledge (PCK) is important for teachers because it 
enables them to transform difficult ideas into concepts that students, as novices, 
FDQJUDVS .HQQHG\ ,W ³LQFOXGHVNQRZOHGJHRI VWXGHQWV¶ XQGHUVWDQGLQJ 
FRQFHSWLRQV DQG PLVFRQFHSWLRQV RI SDUWLFXODU WRSLFV LQ D VXEMHFW PDWWHU´
(Grossman, 1990: 8). Additionally, Shulman (1987:8) defined PCK as:  
                       the blending of content and pedagogy into an understanding of how 
particular topics, problems, or issues are organized, represented and 
adapted to the diverse interests and abilities of learners, and presented 
for instruction. 
Shulman added that PCK is crucial part of his conceptualization of the 
professional knowledge base needed for teaching. In other words it aims to 
achieve effective teaching practice in any subject.  
 
However, Bromme (1995) argued that the term pedagogical content knowledge 
was too unclear to have been properly researched. Freeman (2002: 6) similarly 
FRQFOXGHG WKDW ³ZKLOH PCK has helped to refocus both research and teacher 
education on the kinds of knowledge and know-how that teachers actually use in 
their classroom practices, as an epistemological cRQFHSW LW LVVHULRXVO\ IODZHG´ 
Pedagogical content knowledge or conceptions of purposes for teaching subject 
matter include knowledge of students' understanding, curricular knowledge and 
knowledge of instructional strategies (Grossman, 1990). These components are 
discussed below. 
 
.QRZOHGJHRIVWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJKDVDWWUDFted the attention of researchers 
such as Shulman (1987) and Marks (1990) as the basic component of 
SHGDJRJLFDOFRQWHQWNQRZOHGJH,WUHIHUVWRWKHWHDFKHU¶VNQRZOHGJHRIZKDWWKH
students already know about the subject matter, their skills and abilities, and 
what they still find puzzling about the content (Grossman, 1990). This knowledge 
FRXOG LQFOXGH EHOLHIV DERXW VWXGHQWV¶ SULRU NQRZOHGJH DQG H[SHULHQFH RI
grammar.  
 
79 
 
Furthermore, this type of knowledge enables teachers to supply students with 
suitable repUHVHQWDWLRQV DQG H[SODQDWLRQV DQG KHOSV WKHP ZLWK ³ERWK FXUULFXODU
SODQQLQJDQGH[SHFWDWLRQVDQGHYDOXDWLRQVRIVWXGHQWV´*URVVPDQ
7KXV ZKHQ WHDFKHUV KDYH NQRZOHGJH DERXW WKHLU VWXGHQWV¶ OHYHO RI
understanding, they will understand the difficulties and problems the students 
face and can develop suitable strategies to overcome these.  
 
,QDGGLWLRQ6KXOPDQDUJXHGWKDWµFXUULFXODUNQRZOHGJH¶ZDVDFDWHJRU\RI
knowledge essential for teaching. This is the second component of pedagogical 
content knowledge which differs from the instruction component of general 
pedagogical knowledge (Grossman, 1990). Moreover, the focus of curricular 
knowledge is on the specifics of teaching particular content, whereas general 
pedagogical knowledge focuses on the concepts and definitions which are 
applicable to a wide variety of content. Knowledge of the curriculum is required 
by teachers because it provides them with materials used for presenting 
particular subject matter. Therefore, the lack of such knowledge will affect their 
planning of suitable and coherent lessons.  
 
.QRZOHGJH RI µLQVWUXFWLRQDO VWUDWHJLHV¶ LV DQRWKHU FRPSRQHQW RI SHGDJRJLFDO
content knowledge. It helps teachers to manage the subject matter so that it is 
easier for students to understand. Teachers must be able to adapt these general 
strategies to content; otherwise they would not be able to know how to break 
down the specific content they are teaching. Knowledge of instructional 
strategies is assumed to include activities which promote teachers to do their 
best when they represent and teach particular topics. Simon (1993) interviewed 
experienced maths teachers to examine their knowledge of division problems. He 
IRXQG WKDW WKH WHDFKHUV KDG NQRZOHGJH DERXW WKH ZULWWHQ WDVN EXW ³PDQ\
important FRQQHFWLRQVVHHPHGWREHPLVVLQJ´ibid, 1993: 251).  
 
What has been stated above suggests that EFL teachers are required to 
understand the relationship between pedagogy and the specific content they are 
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teaching. However, it is difficult to confirm that pedagogical content knowledge 
will always impact on teaching practices, because not all changes in pedagogical 
content knowledge accompany changes in practice. Yet Kutame (2002) stated 
that pedagogical content knowledge does not develop by itself as a result of the 
acquisition of other knowledge from a teacher education programme. For this 
reason it needs to be taught. In order to identify what EFL teachers should know 
in order to teach grammar well, the question of knowledge of context is 
considered below. 
 
4.3.1.3. Knowledge of context      
Knowledge of context is very important for all teachers, and particularly important 
for teachers of English because the linguistic context is an additional factor which 
impacts upon classroom practice³7KHWHDFKHUVXVHd their knowledge of context 
WR GHILQH DQG DUWLFXODWH WKHLU QHHGV DQG FRQFHUQV UHJDUGLQJ WKH FXUULFXOXP´
(Sharkey, 2004: 291). Tudor (2003) found that the educational process is not 
only an exchange of information between teachers and students, but it is also a 
set of conventions which decides what happens between these parties. Jaworski 
(2003: 4-DUJXHGWKDW³QRFODVVURRPHQYLURQPHQWLVDQLVRODWHGER[,WLVSDUWRI
a wider community (of school and beyond) which has cultural practices and 
social norms. There are therefore acts or actions or activities which happen 
because they are part of this socio-FXOWXUDOVHWWLQJ´ 
 
It is clear that classroom teaching practices are not only guided by in-class 
aspects but also by extra-classroom matters such as issues LQ WKH WHDFKHU¶V
everyday life. Locastro (2001:495) found that "classrooms are social 
constructions where teachers, learners, dimensions of the local educational 
philosophy, and more general socio-cultural values, beliefs, and expectations all 
meet". Therefore, teachers of a second language should know more about the 
culture of the target language they are teaching, because in some circumstances 
misunderstandings may arise.  
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&RQVHTXHQWO\ WKH WHDFKHUV¶ NQRZOHGJH RI FRQWH[W LV LPSRUWDQW WR FODVVURRP
practice. Indeed, "the classroom provides traditions and recipes for both teachers 
and students in the sense that there are tacit understandings about what sort of 
behaviour is acceptable" (Holliday, 1994: 24). This was confirmed by Genc and 
Bada (2005:45), who VXJJHVWHGWKDWDFXOWXUH³LVVLJQLILFDQWO\EHQHILFLDOLQWHUPV
of language skills, raising cultural awareness, changing attitudes towards native 
DQG WDUJHW VRFLHWLHV DQG FRQWULEXWLRQ WR WKH WHDFKLQJ SURIHVVLRQ´ *HQF DQG
Bada, also added that contextual kQRZOHGJH ³KDV D JUHDW GHDO WR RIIHU WR WKH
development of communicative competence as well as other skills in the 
LQVWUXFWLRQRIDQ\ODQJXDJH´ (ibid, 2005:45).  
 
Nunan and Lamb (2001:33) found that "classroom decision making and the 
effective management of the learning process cannot be made without reference 
to the larger context within which instruction takes place." Xue-wei and Ying- jun 
 DVVHUWHG WKDW ³SHRSOH QHHG WR UHDG D ORW WR XQGHUVWDQG WKH FXOWXUDO
background knowledge of the target language; only in this way can they 
FRPPXQLFDWH VXFFHVVIXOO\ ZLWK RWKHUV´ 7KHUH DUH PDQ\ KLGGHQ DVSHFWV ZKLFK
KLQGHUWHDFKHUV¶HIIRUWVWRFRQYH\NQRZOHGJHDQGZKLFKPLJKWFDXVHPLVPDWFKHV
between what they mean, and what the students understand. Therefore, the 
WHDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHLQWKLVVWXG\LVH[SORUHGLQRUGHUWRXQGHUVWDQGWKHVLWXDWLRQ
of teaching English grammar in the context researched.  
 
Moreover, knowledge about the school is an important contextual factor that may 
influence instruction. Research has shown that learning in schools occurs 
differently from that elsewhere EHFDXVH³VFKRROLQJ LVYLHZHGDV WKH LQVWLWXWLRQDO
site for decontextualizing knowledge so that, abstracted, it may become general 
and hence generalizable, and therefore transferable to situations of use in the 
µUHDO¶ ZRUOG´ /DYH   7KH ODFN RI D WHDFKHU¶V NQRZOHGJH DERXW WKHLU
school leads to ineffective teaching. Corrie (1996); Kleinsasser & Savignon, 
(1992); Kleinsasser (1993), and Farrell (2001) found that collaborative processes 
between more and less experienced teachers were rare. However, this does not 
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happen in all schools. For example, Kleinsasser (1993) found that teachers in 
VRPH VFKRROV ³KHOS HDFK RWKHU ZLWK WHDFKLQJ GXWLHV´ (Kleinsasser, 1993: 380) 
DQG³FROOHDJXHVLQ the environment do not feel they are alone or ashamed about 
UHYHDOLQJIUXVWUDWLRQRULQDGHTXDFLHV´LELG 
 
In addition, various studies such as those of Eisenstein, et al. (1997); Borg 
(1999a) and Carless (2004) have found that teachers of English grammar are 
affected by their context. For example, Borg (1998) stated that teachers should 
know about the context before deciding which grammatical terminology to use in 
instruction. He also stated that general knowledge about language and language 
learning is not enough for teachers to teach metalanguage.  
 
4.3.2. Practical Teacher Knowledge 
Many researchers KDYH DWWHPSWHG WR FDWHJRUL]H WHDFKHUV¶ SUDFWLFDO NQRZOHGJH
Anderson (1995) argued that declarative knowledge is explicit knowledge, 
something that we can report and of which we are consciously aware. Although 
some researchers use the term declarative knowledge and others the term 
explicit knowledge, a more suitable term may be practical knowledge. Borg and 
Burns (2008: 479) IRXQG ³HYLGHQFH WKDW Weachers make sense of their work 
ODUJHO\LQUHODWLRQWRH[SHULHQWLDODQGSUDFWLFDONQRZOHGJH´DQGWKDW³IRUPDOWKHRU\
GRHVQRWSOD\DSURPLQHQWDQGGLUHFWUROHLQVKDSLQJWHDFKHUV¶explicit rationales 
IRU WKHLU ZRUN´ Accordingly, this would mean that the majority of the EFL 
WHDFKHU¶V NQRZOHGJH LV PRVWO\ SUDFWLFDO LQ QDWXUH UDWKHU WKDQ WKHRUHWLFDO RU
derived from received knowledge. 
 
Therefore this section reviews the two main sources of a WHDFKHU¶V SUDFWLFDO
knowledge: subject matter knowledge and background sources such as prior 
knowledge as a language learner and as a language teacher. These sources of 
teacher knowledge are assumed to be fundamental for language teachers. 
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4.3.2.1. Subject matter knowledge 
Subject matter knowledge is obviously important for EFL teachers. Borg (2001: 
VWDWHGWKDW³LQUHFHQW\HDUVHGXFDWLRQDOUHVHDUFKKDVVWUHVVHGWKHUROHZKLFK
WKH WHDFKHUV¶ VXEMHFW-matter knowledge plays in shaping what they do in the 
FODVVURRP´This type of teacher knowledge can be discussed in terms of three 
FRPSRQHQWVµWKHV\QWDFWLFVWUXFWXUHVRIDGLVFLSOLQH¶µNQRZOHGJHRIFRQWHQW¶DQG
µWKH VXEVWDQWLYH VWUXFWXUHV RI D GLVFLSOLQH¶ *URVVPDQ HW DO  DUJXHG WKDW
both substantive and syntactic structures are essential to guide the discovery and 
acquisition of new content knowledge. All of these components of practical 
knowledge are needed by the participants of the present study, because they 
could not employ their theoretical knowledge without them.  
 
6\QWDFWLFVWUXFWXUHVFDQEHGHILQHGDVWKH³different methods of verification and 
MXVWLILFDWLRQRIFRQFOXVLRQV´6FKZDE7KLVFRPSRQHQWRINQRZOHGJH
refers to knowledge about how to conduct inquiry within the discipline. In other 
words, V\QWDFWLFVWUXFWXUHV³LQYROYHNQRZOHGJHRIWKHZD\V in which the discipline 
FUHDWHV DQG HYDOXDWHV QHZ NQRZOHGJH´ :LOVRQ HW al., 1987: 118). Grossman 
(1990: IRXQGWKDWV\QWDFWLFVWUXFWXUHV³LQFOXGHDQXQGHUVWDQGLQJRIWKHFDQRQV
of evidence and proof within the discipline, or how knowledge claims are 
evaluated b\PHPEHUVRI WKHGLVFLSOLQH´.  Grossman et al. (1989) revealed that 
teachers need knowledge of syntactic structures which, if lacking, impact 
negatively on their ability to acquire new knowledge.  Therefore, this kind of 
knowledge is examined in the current study in order to identify how it relates to 
the teaching of English grammar.     
 
CRQWHQW NQRZOHGJH UHIHUV WR WKH µstuff¶ of a discipline: factual information, 
RUJDQL]LQJ SULQFLSOHV FHQWUDO FRQFHSWV´ *URVVPDQ et al., 1989: 27). Thus 
teachers in the current study should know the content of the subject of grammar 
and phonology together with a sound grasp of teaching methods if they are to 
teach well, although the link between subject knowledge and effective teaching 
may be less direct where L2 instruction is concerned (Borg, 2006).  
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)XUWKHUPRUH FRQWHQW NQRZOHGJH LQIRUPV WHDFKHUV DERXW KRZ WR ³LGHQWLI\
relationships among concepts in a field as well as relationships to concepts 
H[WHUQDO WR WKH GLVFLSOLQH´ *URVVPDQ HW DO  .HQQHG\ 998) stated 
that teachers should be aware of the importance of content knowledge, 
reasoning that this knowledge is exactly what the teachers will be teaching. 
Meanwhile, it provides teachers with a wide view of the curriculum in order to 
know how to answer VWXGHQWV¶ TXHVWLRQV ,W FDQ EH DUJXHG WKDW FRQWHQW
knowledge informs the teacher about how to manage and structure the content of 
the subject they teach in order to smooth the progress of their students in gaining 
understanding.  
 
Consequently, high value is placed on content knowledge since its lack would 
affect the performance and ability to teach of a teacher. The third component of 
subject matter knowledge is the substantive structures of the discipline. 
Grossman, et al. (1989) stated that this is important because it directly affects 
FXUULFXODU GHFLVLRQV ,W DOVR UHIHUV WR ³WKH YDULRXV SDUDGLJPV ZLWKLQ D ILHOG WKDW
DIIHFWERWKKRZWKHILHOGLVRUJDQL]HGDQGWKHTXHVWLRQVWKDWJXLGHIXUWKHULQTXLU\´
(Grossman, 1990: 6). ³7KH VXEVWDQWLYH VWUXFWXUHV LQFOXde the ideas, facts, and 
concepts of the field, as well as the relationships among those ideas, facts, and 
FRQFHSWV´:LOVRQHWal., 1987: 118). 
 
For a long time, researchers such as Wilson et al. (1987) and Shulman (1987) 
surmised that subject matter knowledge includes comprehension, preparation, 
representation, selection, adaptation, and tailoring, instruction, evaluation, and 
reflection. All of these aspects are needed by EFL teachers of grammar in order 
to convey their teaching knowledge to their students for their learning progress. 
They are considered as part of the teacher¶V practical knowledge in this study. 
Previous studies have offered valuable LQVLJKWV UHODWHG WR WHDFKHUV¶ VXEMHFW
matter knowledge in general which can be exploring the applied in tHDFKHU¶V
knowledge and practice in teaching grammar.  
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4.3.2.2 The tHDFKHU¶VSULRUH[SHULHQFHDVODQJXDJHOHDUQHUDQGODQJXDJHWHDFKHU 
The literature shows that the prior of experience teachers as learners or as 
teachers is one of the main factors which influences WKHLU NQRZOHGJH $UÕR÷XO
2007). Researchers such as, (Freeman, 1991; Meijer, et al., 2001; Breen, et al., 
2001& Borg, 2003) have all confirmed that prior experience and knowledge of 
learning is important for teachers when they teach, and for their classroom 
practice. Meijer, et al. (1999) also considered that this prior experience is one of 
WKHEDFNJURXQG YDULDEOHV WKDWPD\ LQIOXHQFH WHDFKHUV¶ NQRZOHGJH %RUJ : 
88) argued that:  
 
                      The general picture to emerge here then is that tHDFKHUV¶SULRUODQJXDJH
learning experiences establish cognitions about learning and language 
learning which form the basis of their initial conceptualisations of L2 
teaching during teacher education. 
%UHHQHWDODOVRIRXQGWKDWWHDFKHUV¶FODVVURRP work is highly influenced 
by their prior experiences as learners during their early years. Teachers are likely 
to utilize the same modes of learning if they thought they would work well with 
their students. However, this may not be always the case, as different students 
might have different needs.   
 
Various studies in second language education and applied linguistics also show 
that ODQJXDJH WHDFKHUV¶ NQRZOHGJH RI WHDFKLQJ LV LQIOXHQFHG E\ WKHLU RZQ SULRU
experiences of teaching and learning (Carter, 1990, 1991; Freeman & Johnson, 
1998; Meijer et al., 2001 & Borg, 2003).  Borg (2003: 81) found that ³7KHUH LV
DPSOH HYLGHQFH WKDW WHDFKHUV¶ H[SHULHQFHV DV OHDUQHUV FDQ LQIRUP FRJQLWLRQV
about teaching and learning which continue to exert an influence on teachers 
WKURXJKRXW WKHLU FDUHHUV´. 7KLV PHDQV WKDW WHDFKHUV¶ H[SHULHQFH RI WHDFKLQJ LV
considered as one of the main factors which influences their knowledge when 
they teach English grammar or any other language skills.  
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Moreover, Nespor (1987:320), found that, ³$QXPEHURIWHDFKHUVVXJJHVWHGWKDW
critical episodes or experiences gained earlier in their teaching careers were 
important for WKHLU SUHVHQW SUDFWLFHV´ Tsui (2003) explored the experiences of 
four teachers. She found that those who lacked disciplinary knowledge were 
influenced by their own learning experiences. Westerman (1991) compared less 
and more experienced teachers using a variety of data collection tools. The 
findings showed that the knowledge of the more experienced teachers was more 
integrated than that of the less experienced teachers. 7HDFKHUV¶ H[SHULHQFHV
were discussed in section 2.5. 2. 
 
,Q VXPPDU\ LW LV YHU\ FOHDU WKDW WHDFKHUV¶ SULRU H[SHULHQFH DQG NQRZOHGJH RI
learning and teaching English is an essential factor affecting their classroom 
SUDFWLFH LQ WHDFKLQJJUDPPDU7KLV LVEHFDXVH ³EDFNJURXQGNQRZOHGJHVKDSHV 
WKH WHDFKHUV¶ QHZ OHDUQLQJ LW HYHQWXDOO\ LQIOXHQFHV WHDFKHUV¶ SUDFWLFDO
NQRZOHGJH´$UÕR÷XO,QRUGHUWRNQRZKRZWHDFKHUV¶WKHRUHWLFDODQG
practical knowledge are transferred into the teaching of grammar, the different 
specific technical aspects of this are explored next.  
 
4.4. T5$16)(55,1*7($&+(56¶.12:/('*(,17235$&7,&( 
There are several factors which affect EFL teachers when translating their theory 
into practice. One of these is a lack of knowledge whether related to theory or to 
practice. In general it could be said that explicit and implicit knowledge 
complement each other, and all teaching tasks involve a mixture of the two. 
.UDVKHQ¶V (1985) monitor hypothesis brings these terms closer together by 
describing the differences between the natural and implicit acquisition process 
and conscious and explicit learning processes. Wolff (1995) stated that the two 
systems of explicit-implicit and declarative-procedural knowledge, are related 
although they develop separately.  
 
To understand how explicit knowledge becomes implicit knowledge or vice versa, 
the transfer of knowledge in general must first be considered. Transfer means to 
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move from one stage to another and this also happens with mental processes 
such as the acquisition of knowledge. Zander (1991) stated that successful 
knowledge transfer results in the receiving unit accumulating or assimilating new 
knowledge. Grant, et al. (1998) described four stages in the successful 
transferral of knowledge: awareness, association, assimilation and application. 
Anderson (1980) believed that declarative knowledge can become procedural 
knowledge.  
 
To transfer knowledge of grammar into language use, Leech (1994: 18) 
suggested five characteristics that effective language teachers should have: 
They should: 
 
              a) be capable of putting across a sense of how grammar interacts with 
WKH OH[LFRQ DV D FRPPXQLFDWLYH V\VWHP >«@ E EH DEOH WR DQDO\VH WKH
grammatical problems that learners encounter; c) have the ability and 
confidence to evaluate the use of grammar, especially by learners, 
against criteria of accuracy, appropriateness and expressiveness; d) be 
aware of the contrastive relations between the native language and 
foreign language; e) understand and implement the processes of 
simplification by which overt knowledge of grammar can best be 
presented to learners at different stages of learning.  
 
In addition, Bender and Fish (2000) have confirmed that the transfer of 
knowledge should lead to changes in practice, behaviour and policies, and the 
development of new ideas, processes, practices and policies. Furthermore, all of 
these will be significantly affected by transferring knowledge to students. In 
learning and acquiring grammar, when learners know some of the rules about the 
second language they may not be able to apply them in natural use, since they 
have not yet acquired procedural knowledge. Therefore the present research 
LQYHVWLJDWHV WKH UHODWLRQVKLSEHWZHHQ WHDFKHUV¶ NQRZOHGJHDQG WKHLU SUDFWLFH LQ
teaching grammar in the Libyan context.  
 
,Q RUGHU WR LQYHVWLJDWH WKH ZHDNQHVV RU VWUHQJWKV RI WKH WHDFKHUV¶ FODVVURRP
practice when teaching English grammar, various immediate and external factors 
are explored in the next section.  
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          4.5. FACTORS AFFECTING EFL TEACHERS IN TRANSFERRING 
KNOWLEDGE INTO PRACTICE IN TEACHING GRAMMAR 
Libyan teachers of English grammar are no different to teachers of English 
around the world as they try to apply what works best for their learners.  
+RZHYHU FRQVWUDLQWV PD\ RFFXU UHODWHG WR ³WKH FRQWH[WXDO IDFtors which may 
KDYHIDFLOLWDWHGRUKLQGHUHGWKHNLQGVRIGHFLVLRQV WHDFKHUVZHUHDEOH WRPDNH´
(Borg, 2003: 98). These factors include teacher knowledge about language, 
teacher language awareness, classroom size, learner variables, and the 
WHDFKHU¶VODQJXDge skills, training and development, and educational culture.  
 
4.5.1. Teacher Knowledge about Language (KAL) 
.QRZOHGJHDERXWODQJXDJHSURPRWHVWKHWUDQVIHURIWKHWHDFKHU¶VNQRZOHGJHRI
grammar rules to students. However, the ways in which the teachers present and 
transfer their knowledge of grammar to students is often difficult for them to 
understand. Various studies show that knowledge about language is very 
important for EFL teachers, although some have confirmed that teachers may not 
be able to use this type of knowledge in their teaching. 
 
Snow, et al. (1998) argued that teachers should know as much as possible about 
language, because this is crucial in helping them to do a better job. Teaching 
grammar is based on a large pool of specialized knowledge, and teachers should 
have that specific knowledge if they are to be able to teach successfully. The link 
between subject knowledge and effective teaching may be less direct where L2 
instruction is concerned (Borg, 2006).  
 
Brzosko-Barratt and Dahlman (2005) found that teachers could use their 
knowledge of literacy for literacy instruction and KAL for grammar instruction; but 
on the other hand, they found it difficult to use their KAL throughout literacy 
instruction and their knowledge of literacy throughout grammar instruction.  
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Furthermore, a study conducted by Karatepe (2001) investigated whether or not 
non-native speaking teachers were able to use their knowledge of pragmatics to 
recognize if a response was pragmatically correct. It was found that they were 
not able to use their knowledge to produce multiple examples of appropriate 
pragmatic responses. 
 
Cajkler and Hislam (2002) conducted a study of ten elementary teachers with 
varying levels of knowledge about language. They found that none of the 
teachers felt that their knowledge was broad enough for their teaching. In a 
follow-up study in 2005, classroom observation and interviews were used to 
investigate the use of knowledge about language among four elementary 
teachers. It was revealed that they found it difficult to use their knowledge about 
language to create grammatical explanations which were clear and not 
misleading. The participants in the study also reported that traditional sources of 
.$/ZHUHQRWXVHIXO³0DQ\JUDPPDUERRNVZHEVLWHVDQGWH[tbooks, including 
those on recommended course lists, were deemed inaccessible, did not help 
WKHP H[SODLQ SRLQWV RI JUDPPDU RU H[FHHGHG WKHLU FXUUHQW OHYHO RI NQRZOHGJH´
(Hislam & Cajkler, 2005: 328). 
 
In addition, Andrews (2006) conducted a study with the same teachers as in his 
original 1997 study to discover if they had gained more KAL in the intervening 
years. He did not find any growth in KAL. This may be because acquiring KAL 
needs more time. For example, Andrews (1999a) found that greater experience 
hHOSHG()/WHDFKHUVLQWKHLUDELOLW\WRH[SODLQWKHLUVWXGHQWV¶HUURUV 
 
To sum up, it is obvious from the literature that EFL teachers have difficulties in 
using KAL under the real-world conditions that exist in L2 teaching, and also that 
knowledge about language is not easy to transfer. However, research focused on 
WKH WHDFKHUV¶EHKDYLRXUPD\PLVVGHHSHUSDWWHUQVRI LQVLJKW ³)XUWKHU UHVHDUFK
LQWR WKH SURFHVVHV WKURXJK ZKLFK ODQJXDJH WHDFKHUV¶ FRJQLWLRQV DQG SUDFWLFHV
are transformed as they accumulate exSHULHQFHLV«UHTXLUHG´ (Borg, 2003c: 98). 
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Therefore, this type of knowledge is considered essential for teachers and 
students to be able to transfer their grammatical knowledge into language use, 
which the current study investigates. 
 
4.5.2. 7HDFKHUV¶/DQJXage Awareness of Teaching (TLA) 
7HDFKHUV¶ODQJXDJHDZDUHQHVVRIWHDFKLQJ7/$LV required by the teacher who 
³QHHGV WR UHIOHFW XSRQ WKDW NQRZOHGJH DQG DELOLW\«These reflections bring an 
H[WUD FRJQLWLYH GLPHQVLRQ WR WKH WHDFKHU¶V ODQJXDJH NQRZOHGJHDZDUHQHss, 
ZKLFK LQIRUPV WKH WDVNV RI SODQQLQJ DQG WHDFKLQJ´ $QGUHZV E
Andrews also distinguished EHWZHHQ³WKHODQJXDJHNQRZOHGJHDZDUHQHVVRIWKH
HGXFDWHGXVHURIDODQJXDJHDQGWKDWUHTXLUHGE\WKHWHDFKHURIWKDW ODQJXDJH´
(ibid). 
 
Andrews (2001) conducted a study to examine the impact of TLA on classroom 
practice, He found that it plays a fundamental role in structuring the input for 
learners. He also stated that filtering the input which the learners are exposed to 
could be influenced by a number RIIDFWRUVVXFKDVWKHWHDFKHU¶VFRQILGHQFHDQG
H[SOLFLWNQRZOHGJHDQG WLPHFRQVWUDLQWV7KH LPSDFWRI WHDFKHUV¶VXEMHFWPDWWHU
knowledge on their practice has also been proven in many studies, such as those 
by Grossman et al. (1989); Wright and Bolitho (1993); Leech (1994) and 
Thornbury (1997). For example, Grossman et al. (1989: 28) claimed that 
³NQRZOHGJHRUODFNRINQRZOHGJHRIWKHFRQWHQWFDQDIIHFWKRZWHDFKHUVFULWLTXH
textbooks, how they select material to teach, how they structure their courses, 
and hRZWKH\FRQGXFWLQVWUXFWLRQ´ 
 
Furthermore, Wright and Bolitho (1993) explored the effect of TLA on lesson 
planning and other teaching tasks across the curriculum. They also claimed that 
any lack of TLA will impact on teacher performance. This happens especially 
³ZKHQ D WHDFKHU LV XQDEOH WR LGHQWLI\ DQG FRPSHQVDWH IRU VKRUWFRPLQJV LQ D
FRXUVHERRNRULVµFDXJKWRXW¶E\DOHDUQHU¶VTXHVWLRQRQWKHODQJXDJH´DQGWKH\
DGGHG WKDW ³LQ WKHVH VLWXDWLRQV WHDFKHUV QHHG WR GUDZ XSRQ WKHLU OLQJXLVWLF
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knowledgHQRWWRSURYLGHµULJKWDQVZHUV¶EXWWRSURYLGHWKHQHFHVVDU\H[SHUWLVH
WRKHOSWKHOHDUQHUWRRYHUFRPHGLIILFXOWLHV´ibid: 292). 
 
Andrews (1997) FRQFOXGHG WKDW ³PDQ\ RI WKH DSSDUHQW ZHDNQHVVHV LQ
performance described seem to relate to metalinguistic awareness in operation 
UDWKHU WKDQ WR SUREOHPV ZLWK WKH XQGHUO\LQJ GHFODUDWLYH .$/´ $QGUHZV 
160).  This means that LA is important for EFL teachers of grammar in helping 
students to transfer their grammatical knowledge into language use.  
 
In summary, it is argued that TLA is fundamental and is investigated in this study 
as a tool which allows teachers to translate their knowledge into practice in 
teaching English grammar.  
 
4.5.3. Class Size and the Environment 
Class size has a crucial effect on the successful teaching and learning of English 
grammar. Researchers such as Cooper (1989); Bennett (1996) and Achilles 
(1999) have examined classroom interactions between teachers and learners, 
and found that bigger classes decreased the amount of time teachers spent on 
instruction when dealing with individual students. In this case, the process of 
teaching and learning will be negatively affected. Adeyemi (2008:7) found that 
³VFKRROVKDYLQJDQDYHUDJHFODVV-size of 35 and below obtained better results in 
the Senior Secondary Certificate (SSC) examinations than schools having more 
WKDQVWXGHQWVSHUFODVV´ 
 
In contrast, some other researchers such as Shapson et al. (1980) have found no 
significant differences related to class size, and they stated that most of the 
WHDFKHUV¶EHKDYLRXUZDV UHODWHG WR WKHLURZQSODQVDQGYLHZV(KUHQEHUJHWDO
(2001) supported this view, arguing that the effects of decreasing class size on 
teaching are minimal.  
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Angrist and Lavy (1999) found significant effects related to class size. This was 
because teachers with small classes could apply their knowledge of teaching 
better than when dealing with larger classes.  Adeyemi (2008:7) also found that 
³VWXGHQWV LQ VFKRROV KDYLQJ VPDOO FODVV-sizes had better quality of output than 
students in schools having large class-VL]HV´ +RZHYHU there is no guarantee 
that small classes will automatically lead to them being more productive. 
Therefore, this study considers this issue in terms of professional development in 
teaching grammar.  
 
What also needs to be considered is that most classrooms were designed to be 
compatible with earlier educational specifications. All classrooms in Libyan 
schools are large enough to accommodate between twenty-two and thirty 
students. This prevents the teacher from moving around the class easily as the 
seating has to take the form of rows due to the lack of space. This problem is 
acknowledged by researchers such as Orafi (2008), who argued that at the 
present time greater efforts are made to allow flexibility of classroom layouts. 
 
In addition, it can be argued that it is difficult for teachers to pay attention to 
SV\FKRORJLFDO DVSHFWV VXFK DV VWXGHQWV¶ HPRWLRQV DQG PRWLYDWLRQ LQ ODUJH
classes. This may have a negative effect on the relationship between teachers 
and students. Cooper (2006:1-DUJXHGWKDW ³understanding the significant role 
of emotion and empathy in teaching and learning affords a major advantage in 
WKHVWXG\RIKXPDQ«ZHQRZNQRZWKDWWKH\DUHFHQWUDOWRWKHIDVWSURFHVVLQJRI
the brain and are embedded in all our interactions with our fellow human beings 
DQG WKH HQYLURQPHQW´ :KHQ WHDFKHUV XQGHUVWDQG WKHVH SV\FKRORJLFDO
phenomena they are more likely to use techniques appropriate to the students in 
learning English grammar. These psychological factors, however, have not been 
considered in previous studies of the teaching and learning of English grammar.   
 
Furthermore, the physical structure of classrooms should be considered by 
educational authorities in Libya, however. Of course, issues other than the room 
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size are important, such as ventilation, particularly in winter when classes need 
to be warm enough, and electricity. Air-conditioning and heating are often 
considered a problem when the temperature is very low in winter and high in 
summer. All of these factors could help to produce an appropriate environment 
for better teaching and learning task.  
 
Due to the importance of the learner variables in the teaching and learning 
process, they are discussed below. 
 
4.5.4. Learner Variables  
According to Celce-Murcia (1991), learner variables and instructional variables 
have an impact on determining when and how much grammar learners should be 
taught. Such variables include age, level, and educational background. Age is a 
very important variable which contributes to determining the extent to which 
learners should focus on grammatical forms. Compared with adults, young 
children need less concentration on grammar because they are more holistic in 
their approach to learning than adults (Celce-Murcia, 1991). Although young 
children can produce correct grammatical sentences, it is difficult for them to 
analyze these sentences because they utter them unconsciously. Young children 
are excellent at memorization and repetition, whereas adults need an explicit 
focus on form in order to facilitate their learning. It is appropriate for them to 
analyze sentences and identify various grammatical features.  
 
$QRWKHUHVVHQWLDOYDULDEOH LVWKHOHDUQHUV¶SURILFLHQF\OHYHOZKLFK is important in 
teaching grammar communicatively. ³An explicit presentation, including an overt 
explanation of the target grammar and the use of grammatical terminology, is 
probably less effective with lower-level students who may not know enough 
(QJOLVKWREHDEOHWRXQGHUVWDQGWKHH[SODQDWLRQ´6avage et al, 2010: 23). Thus, 
the more the learners are proficient in the target language, the more there can be 
a focus on grammar. If students are beginners, they will not be ready to analyze 
meanings. They tend to be holistic in their approach to learning something new. 
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2Q WKH RWKHU KDQG LI WKH VWXGHQWV¶ OHYHO LV LQWHUPHGLDWH RU DGYDQFHG LW LV
beneficial for them to be provided with form-related feedback in order to progress 
(Celce-Murcia, 1991). 
 
A further important learner variable is educational background. If students are 
preliterate with only little formal education, it may not be productive to focus on 
form. In contrast, literate and well educated learners should be taught formal 
instructions, otherwise they may become frustrated. Providing them with 
opportunities to focus on form, such as by correcting their errors, would help 
them achieve accuracy and fluency in the L2 (Celce-Murcia, 1991). 
 
Instructional variables are also important in teaching grammar. Celce-Murcia 
(1991) found that the need to focus on form also changes according to three 
LQVWUXFWLRQDO YDULDEOHV HGXFDWLRQDO REMHFWLYHV VNLOOV UHJLVWHU DQG OHDUQHUV¶
needs. While teaching a receptive skill (listening or reading) or a productive skill 
(speaking, or especially writing), learners need different degrees of concentration 
on grammar. Savage, et al. (2010: 33) stated that: 
                      Learners with limited education or literacy skills in their first language 
may not have a sense of the grammar of their own language or a 
comPDQG RI JUDPPDWLFDO WHUPV«:LWK WKHVH OHDUQHUV DQ LPSOLFLW
presentation may be more effective. On the other hand, students who 
have learned the grammar of their first language may respond well to an 
explicit explanation of grammar patterns and rules. 
It would be less relevant to focus on grammar explicitly while teaching listening or 
reading. On the other hand, it would be more relevant to focus on form while 
teaching writing or speaking because without knowing the forms of grammar, 
learners could not produce understandable language. Furthermore, register 
should also be considered as an important variable. So, if the class is focused on 
conversation, it is less important to stress form than if it is focused on formal 
ZULWLQJ 7KH OHDUQHUV¶ JRDO LV DOVR LPSRUtant, and if it is communication, formal 
accuracy is not so important. However, if the goal is formal writing, accuracy is 
very important. 
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Before being engaged in teaching grammar, teachers in Libya should be familiar 
with the above mentioned variables. This will help them to determine the extent 
to which they should focus on grammar, which would be beneficial only for 
learners who need it. Nevertheless, students in Libya would not benefit from 
grammar unless it is taught in such a way that enables them to integrate such 
knowledge into their interlanguage system. Libyan teachers should select an 
appropriate way of teaching grammar in order to obtain the best results. This 
leads us to the conclusion that WHDFKHUV¶ODQJXDJHVNLOOVVKRXOGEHLQYHVWLJDWHGLQ
the following section.  
  
4.5.5. The Language Skills of the Teacher 
Language skills are very important factors which have a crucial impact on 
teaching. It would be difficult for teachers to explain grammar in different ways 
unless they are accurate and fluent. Therefore, EFL teachers of grammar should 
possess excellent language skills in order to make a positive contribution when 
WKH\ WHDFK &DUOHVV  DUJXHG WKDW ³WHDFKHUV QHHG WR DFTXLUH WKH VNLOOV
and knowledge to implement something, particularly if it is slightly different to 
WKHLUH[LVWLQJPHWKRGV´ 
 
In order to help EFL students to use their grammatical knowledge, teachers 
should encourage them to move from deductive into inductive learning, since 
deductive learning does not lead to good language use (see section 3.4). 
According to House (1997:7), "Language is usually delivered in the classroom 
following an established belief regarding the order of language acquisition: 
listening, speaking, reading, and then writing".  
 
Previous studies have confirmed the relationship between teaching grammar and 
the language skills of the teacher. For example, Hillocks (1986) confirmed a 
relationship between grammar and writing skills, in that he argued, ³7DXJKW LQ
certain ways, grammar and mechanics instruction has a deleterious effect on 
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student writing. In some studies a heavy emphasis on mechanics and usage 
HJPDUNLQJHYHU\HUURU UHVXOWHG LQ VLJQLILFDQW ORVVHV LQRYHUDOO TXDOLW\´ ibid, 
248).  
 
Recently, Macedonia (2005) found that teaching the traditional rules of grammar 
does not lead to well spoken language, and learning is often too slow to enable 
successful spoken language. This means that the relationship between 
knowledge of grammar and speaking skills is weak. However, this may not 
always be true, and depends on the teacher who monitors practice and the 
learner who receives the knowledge of grammar.  This issue is considered in the 
current study in order to understand more about how the language skills affect 
the teaching of grammar in the Libyan context.  
 
Consequently, it can be argued that fluency and accuracy are both essential for 
()/ WHDFKHUV DQG OHDUQHUV 7KLV LV EHFDXVH ³LI D OHDUQHU KDV PDVWHUHG D
language successfully, that means that he or she can understand and produce it 
both accurately (correctly) and fluently (receiving and conveying messages with 
HDVH´8U 
 
In summary, previous studies have confirmed the relationship between grammar 
and receptive and productive language skills. If the teachers use grammar drills 
in isolation from these skills, learners may not transfer their grammatical 
knowledge into language use. $V WKH WHDFKHUV¶ UHFHSWLYH DQG SURGXFWLYH
language skills can be improved by in-service training sessions, the latter are 
reviewed below. 
   
4.5.6. Teacher Training and Development  
The development of teachers is essential for the successful teaching of grammar. 
Short training sessions will be insufficient to equip EFL teachers with the 
necessary skills and knowledge. As Adey and Hewitt (2004:156) pointed out, 
³UHDO FKDQJH LQ SUDFWLFH ZLOO QRW DULVH IURP VKRUW SURJUDPPHV RI LQVWUXFWLRQ
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especially when those programmes take place in a centre removed from the 
WHDFKHU¶VRZQFODVVURRP´EFL teachers need to know about new methods and 
techniques in order to manage their activities. This is also supported by Carless 
(1999:23), who stated that 
                       If teachers are not equipped to deal with the implications of a new 
approach, they are likely to revert to the security of their previous 
behavior and the desired change may not take place. Without sufficient 
retraining, even teachers initially enthusiastic about an innovation can 
become frustrated by the problems in innovation and eventually turn 
against it.  
Therefore, regular teacher training sessions are needed in the context 
researched EHFDXVH ZKHQ WHDFKHUV¶ NQRZOHGJH LV FRQWLQXDOO\ XSGDWHG WKH\
become more confident. Kennedy (2005) found that teacher training programmes 
which depend on knowledge transmission models may not be effective in 
bringing about the desired change. Because of such models, teachers might not 
take into consideration the contexts in which they work. Karavas-Doukas (1998) 
found that innovation can lead to positive changes in curricula and the beliefs 
and behaviour of teachers. So, it can be argued that training sessions are 
needed for teacher development but these should be focused and organized so 
as to produce positive outcomes. 
 
The literature shows that development programmes may include either short or 
long sessions. There is consensus in the literature about the value of long 
training sessions, but less agreement concerning short sessions (Miller, 1998 & 
Robb, 2000). This might, according to Lamie (2004), be related to lack of self-
confidence which prevents teachers from changing their behaviour. However, 
some researchers such as Sandholtz (2002) have found that short sessions in 
development programmes worked with the majority of teachers. 
 
Context is also important. As mentioned by Bax (2003: 283), ³DQ\WUDLQLQJFRXUVH
should make it a priority to teach not only methodology but also a heightened 
DZDUHQHVVRIFRQWH[WXDOIDFWRUVDQGWKHDELOLW\WRGHDOZLWKWKHP´7HDFKHUVDOVR
need to know how to deal with students according to their needs. A student who 
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is studying English just to pass an exam is different from someone learning 
English to use it in the future.  
 
Shamim (1996) stated that teachers face different obstacles while trying to 
implement new textbooks and many teacher training programmes do not take 
account of the dynamic of change. Therefore, she explained:  
 
                      It is important for teacher trainers to encourage participants in teacher 
WUDLQLQJ SURJUDPPHV WR GLVFXVV ERWK RYHUW DQG µKLGGHQ¶ EDUULHUV WR WKH
successful implementation of change in their own teaching/learning 
contexts. This will not only make trainees aware of potential sources of 
conflict but it will also enable them to develop strategies and tactics to 
deal with anticipated problems in initiating and managing change in their 
own classroom. (Shamim, 1996:120). 
 
In summary, all of these issues are considered in the current study. Various 
obstacles encountered in training are important for EFL teachers. So that training 
FRXUVHV DUH LPSRUWDQW WR XSGDWH WHDFKHUV¶ NQRZOHGJH in order to be able to 
approach their teaching tasks more effectively.  
 
Due to the significance of educational culture impact in L2 classes, it is 
considered next. 
 
4.5.7. Educational Culture  
It is important in any society for teachers to understanding the educational culture 
of the target language, because their teaching is affected by sociocultural factors 
(Sharnim, 1996; Tudor, 2001). Teachers and students do not come into the 
classroom with empty minds; they bring with them their existing knowledge and 
thoughts about what happens inside class, what to teach, and how to teach.  
 
Many aspects of educational and cultural norms in Libya stem from the principles of 
Islam (Orafi, 2008). In Libyan society, teachers and textbooks are considered as 
the main sources of knowledge and their role is to impart that knowledge to their 
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students. The system focuses more on teachers because it is thought that they 
know everything and should not make any mistakes (Tantani, 2005). Therefore, it 
is thought that teachers are well equipped with knowledge of the target language, 
and they are in a better position to transfer this knowledge to students. Teachers 
will then be held responsible for students' failure. This kind of belief reflects 
deeper ideas about education in the culture. 
 
Shamim (1996:119) stated that the behaviour of learners in the classroom is 
inherited from the culture of the wider community. She added that the similarity 
between expectations about the etiquette of teacher/learner activities in the 
classroom and the culture of the community makes it easier for any improvement 
to be rejected. That might be true, but learners can resolve that issue if their 
teachers explain to them that they will learn the L2 better if they can change their 
ideas and think in different ways that accord with the target language they are 
seeking to learn. 
 
Furthermore, textbooks are considered to be the second most important source 
of knowledge in Libya. The schools supply students with different textbooks, and 
they are expected to master and comprehend their content without questioning 
WKHLU FUHGLELOLW\ ³(GXFDWLRQ LQ /LE\D KDV D WUDGLWLRQDO FKDUDFWHU LQ PHWKRGV DQG
schemes. It is interested to supply students with information, but it does not care 
much for scientific thinking PHWKRGV´/LE\DQ1DWLRQDO&RPmission for Education, 
2004:65). 
 
Correspondingly, students in the Libyan educational culture assume that their 
role in the classroom is to sit quietly and to memorize information imparted by the 
teacher. Students should be polite when they argue with the teacher, classes are 
arranged in rows and students are seated at desks facing the front of the class. 
SWXGHQWV DUH VXSSRVHG WR ³normally participate in classroom activities when they 
are called upon by the teacher. Such assumptions about students' role might 
100 
 
prevent them from taking part in classroom activities where their active 
involvement is required (Orofi, 2008). 
 
In summary, it is clear that the Libyan educational culture is affected by the 
various factors discussed earlier. These factors are considered central in Libyan 
society and play an important role in shaping what goes on in Libyan classrooms.  
 
7KH QH[W VHFWLRQ H[SORUHV VRPH VWXGLHV FRQFHUQLQJ WHDFKHUV¶ FRJQLWLRQ DQG
classroom practice in teaching grammar. 
 
4.6. RESEARCH INTO TEACHER COGNITION AND TEACHING GRAMMAR  
Numerous studies of examing teacher cognition and classroom practice have 
been conducted. This section focuses on investigations into the relationship 
between teacher cognition and practice in teaching grammar. Most studies of 
teacher cognition argue that what teachers know and believe about teaching is 
largely constructed out of their experience. 
 
A number of valuable studies have been conducted in this area, including by 
Andrews (1999), Berry (1997); Myhill (2003); Burns and Knox (2005); Schulz 
(1996); Farrell and Lim (2005); Canh and Barnard (2009); Eisenstein-Ebsworth 
and Schweers (1997); Borg (1998a, 1998b, 1999c, 2003, 2006) and Phipps and 
Borg (2009).These studies clarify what practitioners know, think, believe and 
apply while integrating grammar instruction into their own teaching practice and 
context. Studies related to the teaching of grammatical terminology are described 
in detail in the following discussion. 
 
Andrews (1999) compared explicit knowledge of grammar and grammatical 
terminology in four teacher groups: non-native speakers who were teachers of 
English (NNS), non-native speakers who were prospective teachers of English; 
English native speaking teachers (NS), and English native-speaker prospective 
teachers of modern languages. A 60-item test measured their explicit knowledge 
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about language, including knowledge of metalanguage and the ability to state 
grammatical rules. The non-native teachers of English with at least two years of 
experience did significantly better on the test, and outperformed the other three 
groups. The authors concluded that non-native speaker teachers could be 
expected to possess a better level of explicit knowledge of grammar and 
grammatical terminology. In addition, teaching experience seemed to be a 
determining factor in the development of explicit knowledge of grammar and 
terminology. The current study also investigates these issues and other aspects 
of teaching grammar in depth in order to identify the relationship between what 
the teachers do and what they know about the teaching and learning of English 
grammar. 
 
Berry (1997) conducted a study of 372 undergraduate students and10 teachers 
in Hong Kong. A 50-item questionnaire assessed their knowledge of grammatical 
terminology, and wide discrepancLHVZHUHIRXQG³EHWZHHQWKHOHDUQHUVLQWHUPV
of their knowledge of metalinguistic terminology and between this and the 
WHDFKHUV¶ HVWLPDWLRQ RI LW´ %HUU\   7KLV PLVPDWFK EHWZHHQ VWXGHQW
NQRZOHGJH DQG WHDFKHUV¶ DVVXPSWLRQV DERXW PHWDODQJXDJH PD\ negatively 
affect both the performance of teachers and student achievement. However, 
%HUU\¶VVWXG\DLPHGRQO\WRGHWHUPLQHWKHH[WHQWRINQRZOHGJHDPRQJWHDFKHUV
and students about grammatical terminology, whereas the current study focuses 
on both the teaFKHUV¶ NQRZOHGJH RI DQG SUDFWLFHV GXULQJ WKH WHDFKLQJ RI
grammatical terminology. Also, Berry only used questionnaires to collect data, 
whereas this research uses observation and interviews.  
 
)XUWKHUPRUH0\KLOOIRXQGWKDWGHVSLWHWKHWHDFKHUV¶VRund knowledge of 
the passive voice, their explanations and examples were often unclear or 
confusing. She used observation, stimulated recall and interviews to investigate 
the explanations and examples given of the passive as used by one L2 teacher, 
and conFOXGHGWKDW³WKHWHDFKLQJRIPHWDOLQJXLVWLFNQRZOHGJHUHTXLUHVPRUHWKDQ
an ability to identify and define terminology, DQG«an overemphasis upon content 
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can lead to a failure to acknowledge the cognitive and conceptual implications of 
pedagogical decisions´0\KLOO7KHGLIIHUHQFHEHWZHHQKHUUHVHDUFK
and the present study is that she focused on one strategy of teaching grammar, 
but the current study investigates all of the strategies teachers might use. 
Moreover, this study also focuses on the WHDFKHU¶V knowledge and practice in 
teaching grammar. 
 
Burns and Knox (2005) conducted an observational study of two teachers, and 
found that they used knowledge of systemic functional linguistics (SFL) in ESL 
teaching, but only in subtle ways. Pedagogical, personal and institutional factors 
made such transfer of teaching difficult. Again, this differed from the present 
research. They investigated how teachers transfer their knowledge into practice 
in general but the current study is concerned with the transfer of knowledge of 
grammar in particular. Their sample was of only two teachers whereas in this 
study there were eight.  
 
Studies in foreign language situations do seem to indicate that students find error 
correction and grammar instruction helpful in laQJXDJHOHDUQLQJ6FKXO]¶V
VWXG\ RI VWXGHQWV¶ DQG WHDFKHUV¶ YLHZV RQ HUURU FRUUHFWLRQ DQG WKH UROH RI
grammar instruction in a foreign language setting revealed that many students 
have a more favourable attitude towards grammar instruction than do their 
teachers. The students also believed that in order to master a language it was 
necessary to study grammar. However, that study was merely aimed to discover 
WHDFKHUV¶ DQG VWXGHQWV¶ YLHZV RQ HUURU FRUUHFWLRQ ZKHUHDV WKH FXUUHQW VWXG\
compares tHDFKHUV¶knowledge and practice in terms of error correction. 
 
$ VWXG\ E\ )DUUHOO DQG /LP  FRPSDUHG WHDFKHUV¶ EHOLHIV DQG SUDFWLFH LQ
teaching grammar in a primary school in Singapore. They used pre-lesson and 
post-lesson interviews as well as observation. The participants were two 
experienced English language teachers, who were found to have complex belief 
systems which are not always reflected in their practice, for various reasons 
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related to the context of teaching. Farrell and Lim¶V UHVHDUFK LV partly similar to 
the present study although their research considered ESL teaching but examined 
WHDFKHUV¶ EHOLHIV UDWKHU WKDQ WKHLU NQRZOHGJH 7KH VHFRQG GLIIHUHQFH ZDV WKDW
they investigated primary school teaching whereas this study looked at the 
secondary school level. Furthermore, only two experienced teachers were 
LQWHUYLHZHG DQG REVHUYHG ZKHUHDV WKLV VWXG\¶V VDPSOH LQFOXGHG HLJKW WHDFKHUV
with different levels of experience.  
 
In a recent study, Canh and Barnard (2009) conducted a survey examining EAP 
WHDFKHUV¶ beliefs about grammar teaching in Vietnam. The participants were 
twenty-nine teachers in Vietnamese universities and other institutes of higher 
education. It was found that the participants preferred to correct grammatical 
errors and emphasised the systematic practice of grammatical terms. The main 
difference between their study and this research is that their participants were 
from universities and other institutes of higher education, whereas all the 
participants in this study taught in secondary schools. Moreover, again, their 
VWXG\FRQFHUQHGWHDFKHUV¶EHOLHIVUDWKHUWKDQNQRZOHGJHDQGGDWDZDVFROOHFWHG
only from questionnaires.  
 
Borg (2003, 2006) reviewed studies which have examined potential and practice 
in terms of teacher education and cognition, classroom practice, literacy 
instruction, and the teaching of grammar, including a consideration of teachers¶ 
knowledge of grammar, their beliefs about grammar teaching and the relationship 
EHWZHHQ VXFK EHOLHIV DQG FODVVURRP SUDFWLFH %RUJ¶V D FDVH Vtudy used 
classroom observation and interviews, and was designed to examine one EFL 
teacher to discover the pedagogical system used in grammar teaching. It was 
foXQGWKDWWKHWHDFKHU¶VGHFLVLRQs about explicit formal instruction of grammar did 
not necessarily reflect his beliefs.  
 
Furthermore, Borg (1999c) conducted another study in order to understand the 
personal theories about teaching grammar of two experienced EFL teachers in 
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Malta. One teacher employed both deductive and inductive strategies in teaching 
JUDPPDU7KH WHDFKHU¶V UHDVRQing had interacting and conflicting beliefs based 
RQ KHU WHDFKLQJ DQG OHDUQLQJ H[SHULHQFH %RUJ¶V study differs from the present 
study LQ WKH WHUPVRI IRFXVDQGSDUWLFLSDQWV%RUJ LQYHVWLJDWHG WHDFKHUV¶EHOLHIV
and practice ZLWK WZR WHDFKHUV ZKLOH WKH FXUUHQW VWXG\ H[SORUHG WHDFKHUV¶
knowledge and practice with eight teachers with different background knowledge.  
 
Phipps and Borg (2009) H[SORUHG FRQIOLFWV EHWZHHQ WHDFKHUV¶ EHOLHIV DERXW
teaching grammar and practice. They interviewed and observed three 
H[SHULHQFHG()/WHDFKHUV7XUNLVK%ULWLVKDQG$PHULFDQDQGFRQFOXGHGWKDW³LW
is not enough for language teacher cognition research to identify differences, or 
WHQVLRQV EHWZHHQ WHDFKHUV¶ EHOLHIV DQG SUDFWLFHV UDWKHU DWWHPSts need to be 
made to explore, acknowledge and understand the underlying reasons behind 
VXFKWHQVLRQV´(Phipps & Borg, 2009: 389).  Their study was conducted with both 
native and non-native speakers which might affect the findings obtained. This 
study is considered to be different as it included only non-native speakers.   
 
Lin  FRQGXFWHG VWXG\ DERXW DQ (6/ WHDFKHU¶V EHOLHIV DQG FODVVURRP
practices in grammar instruction. He examined two classes. He interviewed and 
observed only one teacher in two different classes. The first class included 28 
male and 5 female students, whereas the second class incorporated 22 male and 
7 female students. He found that twelve different beliefs were arranged from the 
concept of grammar to the ideal classroom practice. LLQ¶V UHVHDUFK LV GLIIHUHQW
from the research in hand in terms of the aims, the tools and the sample.  
 
        4.6.1. Limitations of Research into Teacher Cognition and Teaching Grammar  
The results of the studies mentioned above confirm that, when teachers work to 
support learning in the classroom, they are guided by mental constructs that 
have been shaped by knowledge about teaching and learning collected over the 
years. However, Borg (2006: 133) asserted that there is still a need for research 
into a larger variety of contexts in this area. This is confirmed by other 
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researchers such as Barnard and Scampton (2008:75), ZKR VWDWHG WKDW ³PRUH
fruitful research would seek to identify, and explore, the extent of the 
convergence and divergence between attitudes, assumptions and knowledge 
H[SUHVVHGE\WHDFKHUVDQGWKHLUDFWXDOFODVVURRPEHKDYLRU´ 
 
7KH UHVHDUFKHU¶V IRFXV LQ WKe present study is upon one aspect of teacher 
cognition, namely the WHDFKHU¶V NQRZOHGJH DQG KRZ WKLV DIIHFWV WKH /LE\DQ
classroom. There is a substantial body of research in this area, especially 
UHJDUGLQJ SUDFWLWLRQHUV¶ NQRZOHGJH DERXW JUDPPDU WHDFKLQJ .QRZOHGJH RI WKH
fundamentals of a language is also very important in learning and teaching that 
language, and here this refers to knowledge that can be used to analyze 
language, language use and language learning, but not the knowledge used to 
actually produce or understand the meaning of language.  
  
Although some studies have been conducted in order to find out the relationship 
between teDFKHUV¶ beliefs and instructional practices, this study is original in the 
following respects:   
x ,WLQYHVWLJDWHVWKHUHODWLRQVKLSEHWZHHQWHDFKHUV¶FODVVURRPSUDFWLFH
and their knowledge and how different aspects of knowledge affect 
performance in teaching English grammar.  
x This study also explores the professional learning of English 
grammar and how teachers motivate their students to learn English 
grammar, which was not mentioned in any previous studies. 
x This study differs from previous studies in terms of the methodology 
used, in that it used grounded theory for the analysis of data. 
Furthermore, a different sampling method was used in this study, to 
examine the knowledge and practice of eight teachers with varying 
levels of experience (see section 5.8).  
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x ,WLVDOVRKLJKOLJKWHGE\%RUJWKDW³IXUWKHUVWXGLHVLQWRWKH
full range of teacher knowledge that informs grammar teaching 
SUDFWLFHVDUHWKXVDOVRUHTXLUHG´ 
 From the literature it is clear that these issues need to be explored in order to 
deYHORSWHDFKHUV¶SUDFWLFHVDQGWKHLUNQRZOHGJHLQWKHWHDFKLQJDQGOHDUQLQJRI
English grammar.  
 
4.7. SUMMARY OF THE CHAPTER 
Previous research confirms the value of conducting the current study. Aspects of 
the teaching and learning of English grammar were reviewed in chapter three. 
The purpose of this chapter was to review the mental constructs of teachers such 
as their cognition, knowledge and beliefs and how these are related to classroom 
practice in the teaching of grammar. Various types RIWHDFKHUV¶PHQWDOFRQVWUXFWV
were discussed. More explicitly, different types of theoretical and practical 
knowledge used by teachers were considered. Then the factors which may affect 
the transfer of the WHDFKHU¶VNQRZOHGJHLQWRSUDFWLFHin teaching English grammar 
were addressed. 
 
Furthermore, from the general review of studies conducted in different countries 
into grammar instruction and teacher cognition, this study explores the 
relationship between what teachers in Libyan secondary schools actually do and 
what they state that they know about the teaching and learning of English 
grammar. Given the continuing need for research in this area, the current study 
attempts to address the gaps in the literature in exploring the teacher¶V 
knowledge related to the teaching and learning of English grammar. Three main 
research questions were formulated (see sections 1.4 and 5.2), and the findings 
of this study may prove to be a great value, especially to teachers who are 
planning to teach English as a foreign language. Having provided the conceptual 
basis for this study, the next chapter discusses its methodological foundations. 
 
107 
 
CHAPTER FIVE: METHODOLOGY 
5.1. INTRODUCTION 
In the previous chapters the literature related to teaching and learning English 
grammar has been reviewed. The factors that might affect teachers and their 
theoretical and practical knowledge have been explored. Research on the 
relationship between teacher cognition and classroom practice in teaching 
grammar was then also critically reviewed. All of these areas were covered 
broadly in order to develop a framework for methodology which should be 
adopted in this study.  Appropriate research methods are essential for any study 
EHFDXVH ³WKH\ DUH OLQNHG ZLWK WKH ZD\V LQ ZKLFK VRFLDO VFLHQtists envision the 
connection between different viewpoints about the nature of social reality and 
KRZLWVKRXOGEHH[DPLQHG´%U\PDQ 
 
This chapter explains the methodology chosen and gives reasons for this choice.  
The methodology used was based on studies highlighted in the literature review, 
because of their similarities in the nature of the enquiry. The chapter begins with 
the research questions and objectives of this study and then identifies the mode 
of inquiry employed. The most appropriate research philosophy is discussed in 
order to justify the research strategy. 
 
The next section presents a detailed discussion of the data collection 
instruments, their validity and reliability, the process of the pilot. After the process 
of data collection along with the sampling methods used in the main study, some 
ethical issues are discussed in detail in this study. Finally, the theory behind analysis 
followed by the procedures of data analysis employed both are discussed.  
 
5.2. RESEARCH QUESTIONS 
The research questions were formulated on the basis of the theoretical literature 
review and the present research context. The literature referenced in this study 
emphasizes the exploration of what teachers actually do and what they state that 
they know about the teaching and learning of English grammar, in order to 
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investigate the relationship between cognition and action (Borg, 2003; 2006). As 
Mason (2002:19) suggested, the existing literature is used by researchers as a 
³VSULQJERDUGIRUODXQFKLQJWKHLURZQUHVHDUFK´ 
 
Furthermore, as demonstrated in chapter two, the study took place in a situation 
where the education system has changed markedly over the years, but less 
improvement than expected has resulted in the processes of teaching and 
learning English grammar. This is despite the fact that students have been 
provided with new textbooks designed with modern methods of teaching 
grammar in mind. The research questions to be answered are: 
 
1. What do teachers of English in Libyan secondary schools actually do in 
their classrooms related to the teaching and learning of English grammar? 
2. What do teachers of English in Libyan secondary schools state that they 
know about the teaching and learning of English grammar? 
3. What is the relationship between what teachers of English in Libyan 
secondary schools actually do and what they state that they know about 
the teaching and learning of English grammar? 
5.3. EPISTEMOLOGICAL FRAMEWORK AND RESEARCH DESIGN  
Research into WHDFKHUV¶FRJQLWLRQ in the field of teaching English grammar as a 
foreign language has been conceived within different research paradigms, such 
as positivist, interpretive, and critical frameworks. Studies in the literature are 
based on different sets of assumptions about the nature of social reality and the 
purpose of inquiry. Bell advised WKDW ³GHFLVLRQV KDYH WR EH PDGH DERXW ZKLFK
methods are best for particular purposes and then data collecting instruments 
PXVWEHGHVLJQHGWRGRWKHMRE´7KHpresent research design was 
developed by consulting a range of texts on research methods (Anderson & 
Burns ,1989; Cohen and Manion,1994; Guba & Lincoln,1994; Jackson, 1995; 
Calderhead, 1996; Bogdan & Biklen,1998; Denzin & Lincoln, 1998; Bell, 1999; 
Marshall & Rossmans, 1999; Burns, 2000; Bryman, 2001; Robson, 2002; 
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Richards, 2003; Bryman, 2004; Wiersma & Jurs, 2005; Mackey & Gass, 2005; 
Cohen, et al.,  2007; Creswell, et al., 2007; Denscombe, 2007; Bryman, 2008; 
Borg, 2009; Nunan & Bailey, 2009 and Abdul-Rahman, 2011 ). 
 
The data collection tools used in this research were classroom observation 
(Allwright & Bailey,1991; Bell, 1993; Gebhard, 1999; Marshall &Rossman, 1999; 
Wiersma, 2000; Walliman, 2001; Lankshear & Knobel,2004; Cohen, et al., 2007; 
Orafi, 2008 and Bryman, 2008) and semi-structured interviews (Sax 1979; Weir & 
Roberts,1994; Miller & Gladdner 1997; Cohen et al, 2000; Bryman, 2001; 
Dawson, 2002; Flick, 2002; Robson, 2002; Rossman & Rallis, 2003; Mohamed, 
2006; Cohen et al, 2007; Denscombe, 2007; Ali, 2008). Grounded theory was 
used for analysing the data collected (Glazer & Strauss 1967; Glaser 1978; 
Strauss, 1987; Strauss & Corbin, 1990; Glaser, 1992;  Glesne & Peshkin, 1992; 
Miles & Huberman,1994; Bogdan & Bilden, 1998; Mertens,1998; Williman, 2001;  
Robson, 2002;  Allan, 2003,  Charmaz, 2006; Marshall & Rossman, 2006; Ali, 
2008; Bryman, 2008; and Abdul-Rahman, 2011).  
 
The design of this study was also influenced by the literature on the philosophy of 
research, and in particular by interpretivist approaches. The most important goal 
of research within the social sciences is to produce an understanding of social 
behaviour, even though goals may differ from researcher to researcher or from 
one discipline to another. The methodology is chosen to address the research 
questions and yield findings in valid and reliable ways.  In the literature three 
main types of research epistemologies are cited, which differ in the following 
ways (Calderhead, 1996: 713):   
 
x A positivist framework assumes that there is an objective reality that 
can be captured and described in its pure form. It aims to develop 
testable generalizations about human behaviour that can be used to 
describe future social occurrences with greater predictability; 
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x An interpretive framework assumes that there is no single reality. It is 
concerned with GHVFULELQJDQ LQGLYLGXDO¶VH[SHULHQFHRI UHDOLW\ DQG
aims for highly detailed studies for the purpose of understanding 
human action in context; 
x A critical framework is concerned with emancipation through 
understanding. It aims to sensitize people to the power relations in 
their own context and the causes and consequences of their own 
actions. 
 
It is very important to understand the theoretical assumptions of the research 
paradigm used, because the research philosophy chosen implies a belief about the 
way in which data should be gathered and analysed. Richards (2003) argued that 
failure to make these assumptions explicit will have serious consequences for the 
whole enquiry. Guba and Lincoln (1994) stated that aspects of meaning are 
important and can only be GHULYHG IURP LQGLYLGXDOV¶ SHUFHSWLRQV DQG WKHLU
interpretations of social interactions. Therefore, an µLQWHUSUHWLYH¶ SRVLWLRQ ZDV
chosen as the most appropriate framework for this study. A qualitative 
methodology was used in this study as a plan of action to achieve in-depth 
understanding of the issue of inquiry in terms of collecting evidence about 
WHDFKHUV¶ SUDFWLFHV DQG NQRZOHGJH DERXW WHDFKLQJ DQG OHDUQLQJ (QJOLVK
grammar. Figure 5.1 shows the epistemological framework and research design.  
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Figure: 5.1. Epistemological Framework and Research Design 
 
The above figure shows the epistemological framework adopted in this research. 
Interpretivism was preferred due to its philosophical stance, which informs the 
methodology to be used and provides a context for the process and its grounding 
in logic. The qualitative method was chosen because the field of inquiry involves 
exploring the behaviour, attitudes, feelings and knowledge of respondents 
towards aspects of the issue under investigation. Two data collection instruments 
were employed, unstructured observation and semi-structured interviews. Finally, 
grounded theory was used to analyse the data collected.  
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5.3.1. The Interpretivist Paradigm  
In the interpretive paradigm, researcherV UHVSHFW ³the differences between 
people and the objects of the natural science and therefore requires the social 
VFLHQWLVWWRJUDVSWKHVXEMHFWLYHPHDQLQJRIVRFLDODFWLRQ´%U\PDQ It 
could be argued that in research involving individual lived experience, human 
behaviour cannot be understood without understanding the meanings that 
participants attribute to these actions, and their thoughts, beliefs, values, feelings 
and assumptive worlds (Marshall & Rossmans, 1999). This means that, in the 
context of the interpretive research paradigm, the world is understood through 
the subjectivity of human experience. The interpretivist paradigm was adopted in 
this study due to the fact that it: (1) deals with the understandings, interpretations, 
and experiences of people (Anderson and Burns, 1989); (2) assumes that 
process and meaning are fundamental in understanding human behaviour 
(Bryman, 2001); (3) does not start with a theory; rather, it is inductive. In the 
interpretivist approach, researchHUV ³XVH SHUVSHFWLYHV WKDW ZRUN GLUHFWO\ ZLWK
experience and understanding to build their theory on them. The data thus 
yielded will include the meanings and purposes of those people who are the 
VRXUFH´&RKHQHODODLPVWRLQFUHDVHXQGHUstanding of the issue 
researched (Jackson, 1995); (5) the researcher can also benefit from the 
strengths of qualitative methods, such as small samples (Bryman, 2008).  
 
As a result of adopting an interpretivist framework, the following assumptions 
were made:  
x The relationship between practice and knowledge in teaching grammar is 
essentially constructed out of a combination of various social actions.  
x 7KH VRFLDO SURFHVVHV LQYROYHG DUH VKDSHG E\ WKH SDUWLFLSDQWV¶ SUDFWLFH
and their knowledge about teaching and learning English grammar. 
x Through understanding these relationships the influence of culture and 
context on performance when Libyan teachers teach English grammar 
may be understood.   
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5.3.2. Qualitative Methodology 
The present research aim called for an interpretive approach using qualitative 
methods because these are ³PRUH FRQFHUQHG WR XQGHUVWDQG LQGLYLGXDOV¶
SHUFHSWLRQVRIWKHZRUOG´%HOO$OWKRXJKPXFKUHVHDUFKRQWHDFKLQJDQG
learning English as a foreign language is carried out using quantitative data 
collection, this study was conducted qualitatively because quantitative techniques 
would not be productive when the aim was to answer questions of µZK\¶ DQG
µKRZ¶ the phenomena of interest occurred (Cohen et al,. 2007). In this regard, 
Borg (2009) argued that: 
                      studies which employ qualitative strategies to explore language 
WHDFKHUV¶DFWXDOSUDFWLFHVDQGEHOLHIVZLOOEHPRUHSURGXFWLYH WKDQ IRU
example, questionnaires about what teachers do and believe) in 
advancing our understanding of the complex relationships between these 
phenomena (p. 388). 
 
Qualitative techniques were therefore used in the current study, for these 
reasons: (1) qualitative tools seek insight rather than statistical analysis, which 
suits the nature of this research; (2) the field of inquiry involves exploring the 
behaviour, attitudes, feelings and knowledge of respondents towards aspects of 
the issue under investigation; (3) the qualitative research methodology used does 
not define hypotheses prior to the actual practical observation. The aim here was 
to observe everything that teachers actually did in their classes and then to 
proceed to interview them individually to explore how and why they teach in the 
way they do; (4) qualitative research emphasizes careful and detailed 
descriptions of social practices to understand how the participants experience 
and explain their own world; and (5)  this type of UHVHDUFKZDVXVHG³EHFDXVHLW
is concerned with capturing the qualities and attributes of the phenomena being 
LQYHVWLJDWHGUDWKHUWKDQZLWKPHDVXULQJRUFRXQWLQJ´1XQDQ	%DLOH\ 
 
In summary, the type of research enquiry which places emphasis on the 
constructed nature of the experiences of individuals and groups through 
association and connectedness appears to be a suitable orientation for this 
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study. More explicitly, this study was directed by the interpretive research 
paradigm and used qualitative methods, and so the methods used and types of 
data collected needed to be in agreement with this position.  This choice was 
dependent on the logical sequence of the elements of the process applied, as 
presented next.  
 
5.3.3. The Multi-method Approach Adopted  
The multi-method approach was used in order to investigate the issue 
researched from different standpoints (Cohen et al., 2007). In the social 
sciences, more than one research method or technique may be used in a 
complementary design in order to obtain trustworthy findings. Triangulation is a 
means of combining different methods or tools, defined by Cohen and Manion 
DV³WKHXVHRIWZRRUPRUHPHWKRGVRIGDWDFROOHFWLRQLQWKHVWXG\RI
some aspect of human behaviour´. Wiersma and Jurs (2005: 256) considered 
triangulation as basically ³qualitative cross-validation´.  Figure 5.2 shows the data 
collection tools used for triangulation in this study. 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure: 5.2. Multi-method Approach Adopted 
 
The UHVHDUFK LQVWUXPHQWV ZHUH XVHG IRU WULDQJXODWLRQ LQ FRPSDULQJ WHDFKHUV¶
practice with their knowledge about teaching and learning English grammar, 
where no single method or instrument could be considered to be perfect for data 
collection and analysis (Bryman, 2008). The significance of triangulation is the 
fact that using more than one source of data enables a more comprehensive 
understanding (Bogdan & Biklen, 1998). Each method has its own strengths and 
Multi-method 
Approach 
Semi-structured 
Interviews 
Unstructured 
Observations 
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limitations, and triangulation is used in order to increase the reliability and validity 
of findings.  
 
Consequently, observations, and semi-structured interviews were considered as 
suitable data collection methods for this research. The use of diaries and 
questionnaires were also considered but these were not used for several 
reasons. Firstly, not all of the teachers followed their written lesson plans. 
Secondly, questionnaires were avoided because of the concern that responses 
may not have been of great value, especially when answering open questions, 
for reasons such as lack of time among the respondents. Moreover, using 
questionnaires may not have given the researcher the opportunity to question the 
participants in more depth, which could only be achieved by triangulating 
observations and semi-structured interview responses.   
 
The examination of the data in this study was carried out using a combination of 
qualitative analyses of information from unstructured observation and semi-
structured interviews. The findings gained were then integrated to peroxide 
findings about what teachers actually did and what they stated that they knew 
about teaching and learning English grammar. 
 
5.3.3.1. Rationale for the choice of the multi-method approach 
The multi-method approach refers to the use of more than one approach to 
investigate some aspects of human behavior (Cohen, et al., 2007). It can involve 
triangulation, which was XVHGEHFDXVHLWZDVFRQVLGHUHGDV³suitable for studies 
ZKLFKUHTXLUHDQXQGHUVWDQGLQJRIQRWRQO\WKHµZKDWµWKDWLVEHLQJREVHUYHGEXW
DOVR WKH µZK\µDQG WKH µKRZµRI WKHREVHUYHGEHKDYLRXU´ (Abdul-Rahman, 2011: 
73). Using the multi-method approach was based on the precept that a fuller 
understanding of the research focus can be obtained if it is investigated and 
observed from different perspectives. This approach allows for both convergence 
and inconsistencies in the evidence produced by the component methodologies 
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thereby providing a more accurate overall picture when these components are 
brought together (Denscombe, 2007).  
 
Furthermore, various reasons led to the use of this approach in this study: (1) the 
multi-method approach was used in order to understand the relationship between 
thH WHDFKHUV¶ FODVVURRP SUDFWLFH DQG WKHLU NQRZOHGJH DERXW WHDFKLQJ (QJOLVK
grammar. In other words, it was used due to the nature of the inquiry in the 
research; (2) it was also used to increase the reliability and validity of the  
research findings, because each method has strengths and limitations; (3) this 
DSSURDFK ZDV XVHG EHFDXVH ³WKHUH LV QR VLQJOH LQWHUSUHWLYH WUXWK´ (Denzin & 
Lincoln, 1998: 30); (4) a multiple approach has special relevance where a 
complex phenomenon requires elucidation such as compDULQJWHDFKHUV¶SUDFWLFH
and knowledge; and (5) the multi-method approach helps the researcher to 
identify areas of similarity and, perhaps more productively, differences, 
anomalies and apparent contradictions in the findings.  This helps to provide a 
useful dialectic for the discussion of the findings and the conclusions and 
limitations of the study. 
 
5.3.3.2. Limitations of the multi-method approach 
Although using a multi-method approach has advantages, it has also 
disadvantages. Creswell, et al, (2007) argued that integrating data from different 
sources is not easy and may be resource consuming. The DSSURDFK³FRPSOLFDWHV
the procedures of research and requires clear presentation if the reader is going 
WREHDEOHWRVRUWRXWWKHGLIIHUHQWSURFHGXUHV´LELG: 10).  
 
The following section deals with the factual questionnaire from which the 
researcher was able to select the sample required for the present study. 
 
5.3.4. Designing the Factual Questionnaire  
A factual questionnaire was used for collecting data from the participants about 
themselves. Dornyei (2003: 8) stated that questionnaires are used to elicit three 
W\SHV RI GDWD IDFWXDO EHKDYLRXUDO DQG DWWLWXGLQDO´ $IWHU H[WHQVLYH GLVFXVVLRQ
117 
 
with other researchers I was satisfied that this study required a factual 
questionnaire for the following reasons: 
 
x It is the most suitable research tool for identifying the participants' 
personal background, and their length of experience in teaching and 
learning English grammar. It was used as part of the sampling strategy 
in order to choose representative participants. 
x Questionnaires could be distributed to large numbers of people 
simultaneously and thus time and effort was saved (Dornyei, 2003).  
This would encourage greater participation in comparison to semi-
structured interviews, for example, as well as requiring less effort.  
x The researcher agreed with Bell (1993:76) who argued that 
"questionnaires are a good way of collecting certain types of information 
quickly and relatively´ 
 
To achieve the best results from questionnaires the following points should be 
taken into consideration, according to Mackey and Gass (2005: 96): 
 
x Simple, uncluttered formats. 
x Review by several researchers. 
x Piloting among a representative sample of the research population.  
 
All these points were considered in order to make the questionnaire valid. The 
items in the questionnaire were adopted from Mohamed (2006), who used only 
eight items focusing on the age, gender, nationality, number of years of teaching 
experience, school that the teachers currently taught in, academic qualifications, 
English being their first or second language, and age that they began learning 
English. Some questions and items were added, as detailed below, that were 
believed to be essential for the purpose of this research.  
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x Question number 6 was included to find out which level they taught at, as 
my research focus was only on second year teachers. The selection of 
second year teachers was based on the fact that they teach grammar as a 
separate module at this level.  
x Question number 7 was added about which subject they taught because 
only teachers who taught grammar were required, and a further question 
ZDV GHVLJQHG WR LGHQWLI\ WKH WHDFKHUV¶ OHQJWK RI H[SHULHQFH RI OHDUQLQJ
English as a foreign language before becoming a teacher. In Libya some 
teachers graduate from intermediate institutes where they learn grammar 
for five years, whereas others graduate from universities and have learned 
grammar for seven years (three years at secondary school and four at 
university).  
x Question number 9 was asked about their school because it was important 
to know which school to visit if a teacher was included in the sample.  
x Question number 10 was asked to identify how many years respondents 
had been working as teachers of English. In the Libyan context experience 
is an important variable because teaching methods have changed (section 
2.6). 
x Question number 12 was added to identify whether or not the teachers had 
studied teaching methodology as a subject when they were students, 
which might impact on their grammar teaching.  
x Question number 13 was asked to identify if they had studied English 
abroad and, if yes, how long they had lived abroad, and where/why. This 
question was important because those who had studied abroad may have 
had more opportunity to develop their professional practice.  
 
The factual questionnaire used in this study could be completed in ten minutes. 
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(see Appendix A). The questionnaire was designed in such a way that it could 
easily be understood by the participants. This instrument was specially created 
for teachers of second year English in secondary schools in Zawia (for more 
details see section 5.8).  
 
The questionnaire items were revised by the researcher, the supervisor, and 
colleagues. In addition, a pilot study was conducted to identify its strengths, 
weaknesses and validity (see section 5.3.4.2). The participants are asked to 
answer the factual questionnaire in order to select representative teachers for the 
next phases of the research. 
 
5.3.4.1. Limitations of factual questionnaires 
A factual questionnaire has limitations, of which one of the most serious is 
mentioned by Sax (1979: 245), who argued that "the motivation of the 
respondent is difficult to check". A second limitation is related to sampling, 
because unreturned questionnaires could increase the likelihood of biased 
sampling. A third limitation is that the respondents may complete the 
questionnaire quickly without considering their answers (Weir & Roberts, 1994).  
 
5.3.4.2. Validity and reliability of the factual questionnaire   
The purpose of the factual questionnaire used in this study was to provide a 
guide in selecting representative participants by knowing more about their 
backgrounds. In order to determine the validity of the factual questionnaire, the 
questions sought information which had a direct connection to the purposes of 
the enquiry. Inadequately constructed questionnaires may not produce reliable 
and valid data (Dornyei, 2003). Therefore the questionnaire here only concerned 
factual information (see appendix A). In the literature, there are many different 
types of validity, however the researcher only considered those which had a direct 
influence on his research tool. Construct validity was ensured when the language 
used in the questionnaire was simple and easy to understand. The questionnaire 
was also piloted with ten teachers from two Libyan secondary schools in Zawia 
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before the final version was designed. The feedback obtained helped the 
researcher to modify certain items of the factual questionnaire in order to be 
more valid in the main study (see section 5.6.1.1). Content validity was ensured 
by checking the questionnaire items first with colleagues then with supervisors. 
Some of the questionnaire items were amended according to the feedback 
obtained. 
5.3.4.3. Issues with the factual questionnaire 
The researcher considered many points which helped to make the questionnaire 
valid, such as using a simple, uncluttered format, and review by several other 
researchers (Mackey & Gass, 2005). However, some weaknesses were 
addressed during the design, distribution and collection of the factual 
questionnaire. The first problem was how to design a questionnaire the results of 
which would allow representative participants to be identified for subsequent of 
the study. Therefore, various items were changed or added after the pilot study 
(Burns, 2000). Researchers such as Dornyei (2003) argued that questionnaires 
can be distributed to large numbers of people simultaneously, which thus saves 
time and effort. This is true, but the problem was that if the questionnaires was 
sent by post or email, recipient may not find time to fill them in, or forget to do so 
or they fail to return them on time. Therefore, questionnaires were distributed to 
the teachers at their schools. During visits to the schools, there was no 
guarantee that meetings with all of the teachers would be possible. I was 
concerned not to waste time distributing and collecting the questionnaire. 
Therefore, the questionnaires were given to the head teachers to distribute and 
collect on behalf of the researcher. This may also have made the teachers more 
diligent in completing the questionnaires, thus leading to better results. One 
problem which can occur in such contexts is that potential participants may not 
bother to complete and return questionnaires. Using the questionnaire during the 
first stage of the research helped the researcher to get to know a representative 
sample of the research population (Mackey & Gass, 2005), and to identify those 
who would be willing to participate in later stages of the study.  
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In the following sections all of the processes of data collection are described in 
detail, the choice of research instruments is justified and an explanation given of 
how these were applied in the research. 
 
5.4. DATA COLLECTION INSTRUMENTS  
Two instruments of data collection, namely unstructured observation and semi-
structured interviews, were used in this study in order to obtain a greater level of 
validity of the findings according to the arguments proposed by Cohen, et al. 
(2000). Unstructured observation was used to discover what the teachers 
actually did in their grammar classes and semi-structured interviews were used 
to find out what the teachers said that they knew about teaching and learning 
English grammar. The process of designing these instruments is described 
below. 
 
5.4.1. Unstructured Observation  
Observation is a valuable strategy in the study of language teacher cognition 
because it provides evidence of what happens in the classroom (Borg, 2006). It 
was also stated by Borg that observation on teacher cognition research provides 
³DFRQFUHWHGHVFULSWLYHEDVLVLQUHODWLRQWRZKDWWHDFKHUVNQRZWKLQNDQGEHOLHYH´
(ibid, 231). Gebhard (1999:35) defined classroom observation as the ³QRQ
judgmental description of classroom events that can be analysed and given 
LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ´7KHUHIRUH the purpose of the classroom observation in this study 
was to understand what the teachers actually did in the classroom when they 
taught English grammar. The observations took place in eight secondary schools 
with eight graduate teachers in total. All of the teachers were Libyan (see section 
5.8). Observation can be defined as ³WKH V\VWHPDWLF QRWLQJ DQG UHFRUGLQJ RI
HYHQWVEHKDYLRXUDQGDUWLIDFWV REMHFWV LQ WKHVRFLDOVHWWLQJFKRVHQIRUVWXG\´
(Marshall & Rossman, 1999:107).  
 
Unstructured non-participant observation was conducted by recording and taking 
notes about the practices used when teaching grammar. Cohen, et al. (2007) 
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argued that unstructured observation provides a rich description of a situation 
under investigation. Therefore, this kind of observation was considered to be the 
most suitable for this study. Other reasons for observing the practices of teachers 
of English grammar are presented below: 
x Observation is used because it gives the observer a clear picture without 
becoming personally involved. It provides the researcher with a rich 
description of the situation under investigation (Cohen et al., 2007). 
x ,WLQYROYHVWKH³QRQMXGJPHQWDOGHVFULSWLRQRIFODVVURRPHYHQWVWKDWFDQEH
DQDO\VHGDQGJLYHQLQWHUSUHWDWLRQ´*HEKDUG 
x Observing the teachers in action allowed the researcher to compare what 
they did and what they said they knew about teaching and learning English 
JUDPPDU 2EVHUYDWLRQ ³FDQ EH SDUWLFXODUO\ XVHIXO WR GLVFRYHU ZKHWKHU
people do what they say they do, or behave in the way they claim to 
behave" (Bell, 1993:109). 
 
Direct classroom observation served as one of the main sources of data in this 
study. In order to achieve trustworthy data, observations were conducted before 
the interviews. This technique was adopted because, firstly, if teachers were 
interviewed first this might affect what they subsequently did when observed, and 
secondly it was aimed to ask the teachers about their behaviour and identify the 
rationale behind their techniques of teaching.   
 
5.4.1.1. Limitations of unstructured observation 
Observation also has limitations as a research instrument. Walliman (2001: 242) 
claimed WKDW³PXFKWLPHFDQEHZDVWHGZDLWLQJIRUWKLQJVWRKDSSHQRUVRPXFK
KDSSHQVDWRQFHWKDWLWLVLPSRVVLEOHWRREVHUYHLWDOODQGUHFRUGLW´)XUWKHUPRUH
Cohen, et al. (2007: 412) argued that "it may take a long time to catch the 
required behaviour or phenomenon, it is prone to difficulties of interpreting or 
inferring what the data means". Furthermore, many different events may occur in 
any classroom and therefore it may be difficult for an observer to monitor them 
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all. Observation might thus not be reliable because, when there is a great deal 
happening in the classroom, it is difficult to record everything satisfactorily.  
Additionally, the findings obtained could not be generalized.   
 
5.4.1.2. Validity and reliability of unstructured observation 
The purpose of observation in this study was to identify what EFL teachers in 
Libyan secondary schools actually did whilst teaching grammar. Qualitative 
YDOLGLW\ FDQ EH DVVHVVHG LQ PDQ\ ZD\V DQG ³PLJKW EH DGGUHVVHG through the 
honesty, depth, richness and scope of data achieved, the participants 
DSSURDFKHG>DQG@WKHH[WHQWRIWULDQJXODWLRQ´&RKHQ et al., 2007: 133). In order 
to maximise the validity of observation, all precautions were considered. The 
WHDFKHUV¶FODsses were visited in order for the researcher to introduce himself in 
the first observation visit, and the importance of this study was briefly explained 
so as to encourage teachers to behave naturally in their classes.  
 
)XUWKHUPRUH SDUWLFLSDQWV¶ DJUHHPHnt and permission for the audio tape-
recording for their classes was secured in advance as an essential part of this 
research.  It was felt that this was a necessity to allow accurate transcription 
because the present researcher could not just rely on his memory and notes of what 
happened. The confidentiality of participants was guaranteed by not using real 
names in any report of the research. In order to avoid any unpredictable results, I 
used two digital audio recorders. To reduce any possible anxieties, the teachers 
were informed that my presence was not to assess them but to collect data that 
would be only for my research. The teachers were also informed that the data 
gathered would not be seen by anybody not involved in the present research. 
The use of a triangulation technique is another source of validity and reliability in 
this study (Somekh & Lewin, 2005). 
5.4.1.3. Issues with unstructured observation 
Observation can provide a researcher with a rich description of the situation 
under investigation (Cohen et al., 2007). However, various issues were identified 
in the literature concerning the observation of teachers in their classes. These 
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issues were GHVFULEHG E\ $OOZULJKW DQG %DLOH\ DV ³WKH REVHUYHU¶V SDUDGR[´
(1991:70). The first issue during observing teachers in this study was when I noted 
that not all of the teachers were comfortable and were clearly worried in some of 
their classes, even though I had explained to them that I was not assessing 
them. This was particularly true of those who were less experienced. The reason 
for this might be simply that my presence during lessons could cause both 
teachers and students to alter their behaviour in slight ways, and therefore 
influence the data collected (Bryman, 2008). This situation was also noted during 
the pilot study, when I became convinced that using a video recorder would not 
EH KHOSIXO LQ REVHUYLQJ WHDFKHUV¶ QRUPDO EHKDYLRXU 7KH\ EHFDPH YHU\ VHOI-
conscious, and seemed very aware of how they looked and sounded. Therefore I 
decided not to use video. However, a partial solution was to use audio recorders 
and to visit the teachers many times beforehand in order to reduce their anxiety 
so as to observe normal patterns of teaching (Cohen et al., 2007). It was also 
decided to go into each setting open to going with the flow and trying as much as 
possible just to see what there was to be seen (Lankshear & Knobel, 2004). The 
second issue was that teachers are not always able to commit themselves to the 
requirements of the fieldwork (Orafi, 2008). This was also noted in this study. For 
example, I was supposed to conduct observation in one of Omar's classes, but 
when I came to the school I could not find him and he called me later to say that 
he could not come to school on that day because of difficult personal 
circumstances. This happened twice. Therefore, researchers should consider this 
issue in order to avoid wasting time (Bryman, 2008). The third issue was that 
observing a class and writing notes at the same time made it difficult to notice 
everything, even though a digital audio recorder was also used. Afterwards I 
could not remember all of the actions observed in the class, particularly those 
related to interactions between teachers and students which were not picked up 
by the digital audio recording. This issue was noted by Walliman (2001: 242), 
ZKRFODLPHGWKDW³VRPXFKKDSSHQVDWRQFHWKDWLWLVLPSRVVLEOHWRREVHUYHLWDOO
DQGUHFRUG LW´The solution to this was to transcribe the recording and write up 
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the notes on a class in the same day, because it was easier to remember when 
the experience was fresh (Cohen et al., 2007).   
 
5.4.2. Semi-structured Interviews  
Different interview methods exist, such as the ³XQVWUXFWXUHG LQWHUYLHZ VHPL-
structured interview and structured interviews" (Dawson, 2002: 27). Cohen et al. 
(2007) considered the interview to be a conversation between the interviewer 
and the interviewee to obtain relevant information. Compared to questionnaires, 
interviews are more flexible and adaptable, because the questions can be 
adjusted to fit the situation. In this study, semi-structured interviews were used to 
HOLFLW LQIRUPDWLRQ DERXW WHDFKHUV¶ SHUFHSWLRQV and knowledge of grammar 
teaching, and the difficulties facing their practice. This type of interview was also 
chosen because: 
x It is commonly used in connection with qualitative research (Bryman, 
2001), when a specific list of questions is predetermined by the 
researcher, but the order can be changed depending on the 
interviewer's perception of what works best. 
x In a face to face interview the researcher can modify any questions 
where required (Robson, 2002). Therefore, the semi-structured interview 
allows more relevant questions to be asked and to focus on particular 
topics which provide opportunities for two-way communication. 
x The intervLHZHHV¶ UHVSRQVHV FDQ EH FODULILHG DQG GHYHORSHG WKURXJK
follow-up questioning (Weir & Roberts, 1994). 
x The interviewer can develop unexpected themes and issues which come 
up during the interview (Cohen et al., 2000). 
x Qualitative interviewing it helps us discover the participants' points of 
view, and thus "information about social worlds is achievable through in-
depth interviewing" (Miller & Gladdner 1997: 99). 
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5.4.2.1. Limitations of semi-structured interviews 
The flexibility of the semi-structured interview may lead to difficulties, especially 
when questioning by the interviewer can be an endless process. Sax (1979) and 
Weir and Roberts (1994) mentioned other, such as the data obtained not being 
objective and that ELDV FDQ DOVR DULVH IURP WKH LQWHUYLHZHU¶V responses to the 
answers. In addition, Denscombe (2007) stated that the presence of the 
interviewer might have an impact on the respondent. The context in which the 
interview is conducted is also a potential influence on the data that is 
forthcoming. Because unique and individual responses are collected in specific 
contexts, the reliability and consistency of interview data may be in doubt.  
 
5.4.2.2. Validity and reliability of semi-structured interviews 
The purpose of using semi-structured interviews in this study was to identify what 
the EFL teachers knew about the teaching and learning of English grammar. The 
flexibility of this method was the main reason behind adopting it. Nevertheless, 
flexibility was not favoured at the expense of validity. Denscombe (2007) 
identified that various methods can be adopted to check the validity of data 
emerging from interviews.   
 
Considering qualitative validity is essential, and is ³DGGUHVVHG through the honesty, 
depth, richness and scope of data achieved, the participants approached, [and] 
the extent of triangulation" (Cohen et al., 2007: 133). A further way of assuring 
validity is to estimate whether or not the interviewee is in a position to have 
expert knowledge in order to answer questions with relative authority. In some 
cases, respondents may be tempted to respond quite persuasively in areas 
which are liable to be beyond their competence.  
 
Therefore, I did my utmost to consider all precautions to maximise the validity of 
the interviews. The questions in the interviews were carefully constructed to be 
concise and to guarantee full understanding. The questions were given to 
colleagues who have good experience in teaching English in the context 
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researched. The feedback gained helped the researcher to modify some of the 
questions. Furthermore, after each interview in the pilot study, the interviewees 
were given the list of the interview questions and were kindly asked to give their 
opinions about them to avoid any misunderstanding in the main study. The 
participants were also given permission to use Arabic, if preferred, to save time and 
confirm understanding. This was because it was thought that the WHDFKHUV¶
language level might not allow them to express what they intended to say.  
 
The respondents, and especially female teachers, were assured that their recorded 
contributions would not be used by anybody else, and that their real names would 
not be used. I also avoided any leading questions during the interviews, since my 
role was restricted to asking questions and encouraging the participants in order to 
achieve more active participation. All of these methods were used to maximise 
validity and create an environment for useful conversation to occur between the 
researcher and participants. 
 
However, any sort of verification is problematical where opinions and feelings are 
being elicited, and therefore it is necessary to consider the reliability of the 
interview data. Their consistency over time would mean, according to Punch 
(1998), that of the same interviews were to be carried out at another time but 
under the same circumstances, the same results would be gained. If not, the 
teachers might change their responses as a result of experience gained since the 
last interview. 
  
Reliability in qualitative research "can be regarded as a fit between what 
researchers recorded and what actually occurs in the natural setting that is being 
researched" (Cohen, et al., 2007: 149). The reliability of the interviews data was 
approached through the transparency and honesty in providing detailed mental 
picture of the interviews in terms of creating the interview questions asked and 
piloting them. Moreover, the triangulation technique adopted provided another 
source of reliability.    
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5.4.2.3. Questions in the semi-structured interviews 
In the light of the research questions and aims, the interview questions were 
formulated with the help of the relevant literature. Some of the interview 
questions were adopted from 0RKDPHG¶V (2006) study and modified in order to 
be suitable for this study, which in addition investigated WHDFKHUV¶ NQRZOHGJH
Other questions were added which were relevant to the present research 
enquiry. 0RKDPHG¶V interview questions aimed to elicit information about the 
SDUWLFLSDQWV¶ WHDFKLQJ DQG OHDUQLQJ EDFNJURXQG DQG KRZ WKeir experience had 
influenced the way they taught. I used a similar question but with a different 
wording in order to discover how their learning impacted on their teaching of 
grammar. 
 
Furthermore, Mohamed also asked her participants to describe their approach to 
teaching grammar and asked them whether or not their approach had changed in 
any way during their career as a teacher and if so, how and why. She also asked 
how, when planning lessons, they decided which grammar features to focus on 
and what kind of grammar activities they normally used with their students. 
Another question was about the use of grammatical terminology in the 
classroom. 
 
These questions were helpful as a starting point for designing my interview 
questions. Many questions were added to cover all of the areas related to the 
WHDFKHU¶V NQRZOHGJH about teaching and learning English grammar. Since the 
aim of the interview instrument was to discover what teachers knew about the 
teaching and learning of grammar, the interview questions were divided into two 
parts. The first part was aimed at finding out what the teachers knew about 
learning English grammar and the second their knowledge about teaching it (see 
Appendix B). 
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The interview questions were revised after comments from the supervisor and 
colleagues, and a pilot study was conducted to discern the strengths and 
weaknesses of the interview questions and also to assess their reliability and 
validity. Moreover, other questions to discover how teachers' responses reflected 
what they actually did in class were inspired by the classroom observations. The 
interviews were audio-taped and, DVWKH\ZHUHFRQGXFWHGLQWKHSDUWLFLSDQWV¶/
they were first transcribed in the L1 and then translated by the researcher into 
English. The transcriptions were also checked by an experienced translator to 
achieve more accuracy and precision.  
 
5.4.2.4. Issues with semi-structured interviews 
0DQ\LQVLJKWVZHUHJDLQHGIURPWKHWHDFKHUV¶FRPPHQWVRQWKHLUEHKDYLRXUDQG
about teaching and learning English grammar in general. However, various 
issues related to the interview processes needed to be addressed. One such 
issue that unexpected themes and issues came up during the interviews (Cohen 
et al., 2000). Another issue which emerged in this study, and which may face any 
researcher who investigates the knowledge of teachers, is the language teachers 
actually use to describe their knowledge and how it is drawn upon in practice. A 
problem can arise due to a lack of awareness on the part of the teacher about 
one or more aspects of practice. Therefore, after I conducted the pilot study I 
decided to offer the interviewees the choice of whether to use their L1 or L2, and 
I tried to speak as clearly as I could and to maintain eye contact to show interest 
(Cohen et al., 2007). The reason for this was that the teachers in the present 
study may not have always had the language required to discuss fully issues 
related to their practice, and may not have been used to talking explicitly about 
issues related to teaching and learning English grammar.  
  
$OWKRXJKDOORIWKHLQWHUYLHZVZHUHFRQGXFWHGLQWKHSDUWLFLSDQWV¶/WRHQDEOHWKH
teachers to express ideas more fluently and confidently (Rossman & Rallis, 
2003), some of the teachers asked for clarification in order to understand some 
of the interview questions. For example, certain teachers did not understand 
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FHUWDLQ WHUPVVXFKDV WKH µGHGXFWLYH¶DQG µLQGXFWLYH¶PHWKRGVRI WHDFKLQJ7KH
solution here is for questions to be worded appropriately, and for personal 
experience of teaching to be drawn upon in discussing with the teachers what 
was observed in their classes in such a way that the interviews are as relaxed 
and enjoyable as possible.  
 
Researchers should also consider issues related to the site in which the 
interviews take place, in order to give the interviewees more freedom in how to 
express their points of view (Flick, 2002). In some schools in this study it was not 
possible to conduct the interviews in the teachers' room because it was full of 
other teachers. Thus, I had to ask for permission from head teachers to conduct 
the interviews in their offices. Another issue concerned interviewing female 
teachers, because in Libya men and women are not allowed to remain alone 
together in a room (Ali, 2008). The solution here was for female teachers to 
arrange for a friend to accompany them to the interview.  
 
5.5. ETHICAL ISSUES IN THE STUDY  
Ethics refers to rules of conduct; typically, to a code or set of principles. 
Researchers are concerned about the ethical issues that might occur at any 
stage of their research. Ethical issues require special consideration as they relate 
to the people with whom researchers conduct their research (Bryman, 2001). 
Therefore, researchers should consider each ethical concern before doing their 
research. Cohen, et al. (2007:51) stated that: 
                      Ethical issues may stem from the kinds of problems investigated by 
social scientists and the methods they use to obtain valid and reliable 
data. This means each stage in the research sequence raises ethical 
issues. 
To avoid ethical problems in this study, several points were considered: 
x A letter from the research supervisor confirming that I wanted to collect 
data in Libya was sent to the Libyan Embassy in London. Then they gave 
me another letter to take with me to the education authority in the 
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Municipality of Zawia. After that another letter from the embassy was 
given to all school head teachers to allow me to carry out data collection 
legally. 
x For the purposes of confidentiality the participants' names were kept 
secret and they were informed that even if they wrote their names on the 
questionnaire forms and interview notes they would be not mentioned in 
any report arising from the study. This avoided putting pressure on the 
participants, and encouraged them to act as naturally as possible. 
x Each participant was asked whether or not he/she was happy to 
participate and was informed that there would be no problem if anyone 
wanted to withdraw from the study.  
x The participants were informed about the purpose and aims of the study 
and it was explained that the study might help them by offering solutions 
to their teaching problems. They were asked whether they preferred to 
conduct the interview in English or Arabic in order to avoid them feeling 
that I might assess their standard of English. 
x Religious, cultural and social constraints were taken into consideration, by 
avoiding meeting female teachers alone and asking them to arrange with 
their colleagues to attend interview sessions with them. This is because in 
Libyan society it is not allowed for those of opposite sexes to be alone 
together behind closed doors. The use of videotape recording was also 
avoided. 
x During observation sessions, I did not interrupt the teachers but remained 
as a non-participant and sat at the back to be able to see all that 
happened in the classroom.  
Finally, the researcher thanked all the teachers and head teachers. Data files 
were kept securely and were only accessed by the researcher. All of these 
measures were considered to be necessary in what Cohen et al. (2000:49) 
termed striking "a balance between the demand based on them as professional 
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scientists in pursuit of truth, and their subjects' rights and values potentially 
WKUHDWHQHGE\WKHUHVHDUFKHU´  
 
5.6. PILOT STUDY 
The pilot study is very an important device for researchers to assess their 
research tools. Burns (2000) explained that the purpose of the pilot study is not 
only to acquire data but also to learn how to acquire data properly and 
accurately. It helps researchers to discover weaknesses in their methodology. 
The pilot study was conducted in this research to test the feasibility of and to refine 
and modify the research tools. It was carried out to check for any ambiguity, 
confusion or inadequate items in the factual questionnaire and to test whether or 
not the unstructured observation and semi-structured interview instruments were 
valid and reliable in order to answer the research questions. Bell (1993: 84) 
stated that: 
                      All data-gathering instruments should be piloted to test how long it takes 
recipients to complete them, to check that all questions and instructions 
are clear and to enable you to remove any items which do not yield 
usable data.  
 
Therefore, the data collection instruments in this study were piloted before 
starting to collect the actual data. Although a pilot study is carried out with a 
limited number of participants, it still could generate interesting insights for the 
research. The pilot study here was beneficial for the researcher because various 
deficiencies were found in of all the data collection tools. 
 
5.6.1. Reflections on the Pilot Study 
Conducting the pilot study triggered more personal insights and ideas to modify 
and add more new items so that the research tools would be more effective and 
efficient to answer the research questions. These modifications are discussed 
below. 
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5.6.1.1. The factual questionnaire 
Piloting the factual questionnaire drew my attention to the need to add more 
items and modify others. This was essential for and helpful in selecting an 
appropriate sample for the research.  
 
Items added or modified 
x Regarding the question relating to µTXDOLILFDWLRQV¶ WZR PRUH LWHPV ZHUH
DGGHGQDPHO\µ+LJKHULQVWLWXWH¶DQGµ0LGLQVWLWXWH¶ 
x In order to find out what level the teachers taught at, a new question was 
added in the form of what level do you teach? 
x 7KH TXHVWLRQ µZKDW subject GR \RX WHDFK"¶ ZDV DGGHG WR DVFHUWDLQ WKH
subject taught, with WKHUHVSRQVHRSWLRQVRI µJUDPPDU¶ µRWKHU language 
VNLOOV¶RUµERWK¶.  
x One existing question was not clear, according to the participants in the 
SLORW VWXG\ 7KHUHIRUH µ+RZ ORQJ KDYH \RX EHHQ VWXG\LQJ (QJOLVK DV D
VHFRQG ODQJXDJH"¶ ZDV PRGLILHG WR µ+RZ ORQJ KDG \RX EHHQ VWXG\LQJ
English as a second language before you bHFDPHDWHDFKHU"¶ 
x $YHU\LPSRUWDQWTXHVWLRQZDVDGGHGZKLFKZDVµ'LG\RXVWXG\WHDFKLQJ
methodologies as a subject when you were a student at a university or 
LQVWLWXWH"¶. 
 
5.6.1.2. Unstructured observation 
In the pilot study of observation, it was found there were some points that were 
had not been considered, which were as follows: 
x Visiting the intended classes in advance. This procedure was beneficial in 
breaking down any barriers between the researcher, the teachers and 
their students in order to minimize any negative influence of my presence.  
x It was also useful to practice recording with minimal environmental 
distortions.  
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x A final additional point concerned the materials and teaching aids used by 
the teacher in the classroom to teach grammar. 
 
5.6.1.3. Semi-structured interviews 
The semi-structured interview questions were divided into two sections aiming to 
discover what teachers of English in Libyan secondary schools stated that they 
knew. The first section concerned the learning of English grammar in order to 
explore their background knowledge and the second section concerned the 
teaching of English grammar. Three issues were identified about teaching 
grammar which required more questions be added. The new questions were:   
 
x To what extent does the tHDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHDERXW ODQJXDJHDQG WKHLU
experience as teachers help them to teach grammar well in the 
classroom?  
x What are the most important aspects that teachers of grammar should be 
aware of?  
x Why did you use the students' first language when you taught English 
grammar?  
x To what extent do your knowledge about language and your experience 
as a teacher help you to teach grammar? 
It is worth noting that there was the possibility for other questions to come up 
according to the flow of discussion during the interviews.  
 
5.6.1.4. Reflections on the analysis of the pilot study 
The data obtained from observation and interviews in the pilot study were 
transcribed, coded and analysed using the principles of grounded theory, which 
revealed that there was a mismatch between what the participants did and what 
they knew. A number of lessons were learned from the analysis in the pilot study 
which then were considered in the main project:  
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x The data collected should be prepared and organized in separate profiles. 
This procedure helped me to distinguish between the teachers. 
x Transcribing the interviews and observation data immediately was 
EHQHILFLDO LQ PDNLQJ DQ HDUO\ FRQQHFWLRQ EHWZHHQ WKH SDUWLFLSDQWV¶
practice and knowledge.    
x Grounded theory was employed to analyse the data collected. The main 
reason behind this was to practice the analytic procedure and to check 
whether or not the research tools were able to provide data which could 
answer the research questions.  
Although the pilot data was gained from a small sample, some interesting 
insights were gained into WHDFKHUV¶SUDFWLFHDQGNQRZOHGJHLQWHDFKLQJJUDPPDU  
5.7. THE POPULATION  
The term population refers to the group of persons from which the research plans 
to draw inferences (Lynn, 2002). From different types of secondary schools in 
Zawia only specialised schools were chosen. In these schools, students study 
the English language in order to become teachers of English. The rationale for 
choosing Zawia is that there are many secondary schools in the area, which has 
a high population as a result of being located by the Mediterranean Sea. It is a 
typically-sized municipality in Libya and has a large university which produces 
many graduates who later become teachers of English in secondary schools, and 
therefore could provide many qualifying participants.  
 
Zawia was also chosen because of its accessibility to the researcher, who had 
been a teacher of English in a secondary school there before working at the 
university. Therefore he already knew most of the teachers in the area, where he 
also lives. ³8VH IULHQGV FRQWDFWV FROOHDJXHV DFDGHPLFV WR KHOS \RX JDLQ
access; provided the organization is relevant to your research questions, the 
URXWHVKRXOGQRWPDWWHU´%U\PDQEvery teacher of English in every 
specialized secondary school in the Municipality of Zawia was asked to answer 
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the factual questionnaire in order to select representative participants for the 
study who would be "stratified on more than one variable" (Dorneyei, 2003: 73). 
 
5.8. SAMPLING PROCEDURES 
Due to the importance of sampling techniques in any study, participants must be 
carefully selected (Patton, 2002). Participants must be able to communicate and 
have no objections to taking part in the intended study (Morse, 1991).  
Furthermore, Cohen, et al. (2007:115) offered a good comparison between the 
different kinds of sampling when they said that:   
                      There is a little benefit in seeking a random sample when most of the 
random sample may be largely ignorant of particular issues and unable 
to comment on matters of interest to the researcher, in which case a 
purposive sample is vital. 
 
7KHQDWXUHRIWKHVWXG\DQG&RKHQ¶VSRLQWZHUHFRQVLGHUHGUHJDUGLQJWKHFKRLFH
of participants of this study. Patton (2002:230) argued that ³WKHORJLFDQGSRZHU
of purposive sampling lies in selecting information rich cases for study in depth. 
Information rich cases are those from which one can learn a great deal about 
LVVXHV RI FHQWUDO LPSRUWDQFH WR WKH SXUSRVH RI WKH LQTXLU\´ 7KHUHIRUH a 
purposive sampling strategy was employed in this study. This kind of sampling 
deals with specific purposes and small populations. The findings of this study 
may not be generalisable to all EXW ³could provide a springboard for further 
research or allow linkV WREH IRUJHGZLWKH[LVWLQJ ILQGLQJV LQDQDUHD´ %U\PDQ
2004:100). 
 
The main variable used in selecting the participants was their experience in 
teaching English grammar. Different levels of experience concerned not only the 
length of time they had spent teaching but also how many different textbooks the 
teachers had used, since older textbooks were designed to teach grammar 
deductively and the recent textbook to teach it inductively (see section 2.4). 
 
Over two days the factual questionnaires were distributed to teachers in fourteen 
of the forty-seven schools in Zawia. These fourteen are specialized secondary 
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schools which teach only languages and the students who graduate become 
teachers of English. The completed questionnaires were collected three days 
later from the head teachers of the schools. The total number of teachers who 
completed questionnaires only came to fifty-seven, as five did not return the 
questionnaires to their head teachers. Having checked all of the questionnaires it 
was decided which schools to visit and which of the teachers would be observed 
and interviewed. An appropriate sample was then identified that could statistically 
represent the characteristics of the population, including male and female 
participants and more and less experienced staff.  
 
Furthermore, I selected only teachers who, according to their questionnaire 
answers, were teaching grammar to second year pupils. Their background 
information data also guided the selection of the participants for observation and 
interview. Twelve teachers were chosen from eight schools, comprising six 
teachers who had taught using both the old and new textbooks, and six teachers 
who had taught only from the new textbook.  
 
These teachers were selected according to their demographic characteristics 
(Cohen, et al., 2007). Each teacher was initially informed about the nature of the 
study, and that it consisted of two further rounds of data collection, namely 
classroom observation and a tape-recorded interview to be conducted with each 
teacher individually. I gave each teacher a pseudonym for the purposes of 
confidentiality.  
 
The sample size was determined by considerations of theoretical saturation. This 
RFFXUV ZKHQ ³QR QHZ RU UHOHYDQW GDWD VHHPV WR HPHUJH UHJDUGLQJ D
category«the relationshiSVDPRQJFDWHJRULHVDUHZHOOHVWDEOLVKHGDQGYDOLGDWHG´
(Strauss & Corbin, 1998: 212). In this study, it was intended to observe and 
interview twelve teachers; however, the researcher was satisfied with eight since 
no more new data was obtained. This means that a point of saturation was 
reached and no more observations and interviews were needed (Douglas, 2003).   
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Figure: 5.3. The Sample of the Study 
 
 
 
The following table summarises the basic background information gathered 
about the teachers: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Schools 
 
S1 S2 S3 S7 S6 S5 S4 S8 
Participants 
 
P1 P2 P3 P4 P5 P6 P7 P8 
Population 
 
 Unstructured observation 
   Semi-structured interviews 
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Table: 5.1.  Background Information of Teachers 
 
 
Teachers 
 
Variables  
 
 Sex Age L1 Degree Study 
abroad 
Taken 
teaching 
training 
sessions 
Years of 
learning 
grammar 
Studied 
teaching 
method-
logy 
Years of 
teaching 
grammar 
Level
s 
taugh
t 
Currently 
teaches 
Manal F 
37-
42 Arabic BA none once 7 no 14 (2,3) grammar 
Lila F 
23-
30 Arabic BA none twice 7 yes 8 (2) grammar 
Elham F 
23-
30 Arabic BA none once 7 yes 9 (2) grammar 
Tariq M 43-49 Arabic BA none none 7 no 16 (2,3) grammar 
Omar M 23-30 Arabic BA none none 7 yes 6 (2) grammar 
Khlid M 
37-
42 Arabic BA none none 8 yes 13 (2) grammar 
Karima F 
31-
36 Arabic BA none twice 7 yes 7 (2) grammar 
Sami M 37-42 Arabic BA none none 7 no 14 (2,3) grammar 
 
 
5.9. THE RESEARCHER¶6 ROLE AS AN OBSERVER  
Classroom observation is considered to be one of the tools which is most reliable 
in gathering data to evaluate a teacher's performance. However, a teacher's 
behaviour may often be affected by the presence of observers. After the pilot 
study and the initial meeting with each teacher, I became more aware of the 
possible influence of the UHVHDUFKHU¶VSUHVHQFHRQWKHWHDFKHUV¶SHUIRUPDQFHLQ
class. Therefore, I did my utmost to minimize this influence through meeting the 
teachers individually in advance and explaining to them the purpose of the 
research and that the data gathered would not be accessed by anyone not 
involved in the research.  
 
Furthermore, I intended to not gather any data during my first visit to the 
teachers. The main reason behind this was to help both the teachers and 
students to be more familiar to my presence in their classes. "You can let 
participants become familiar with you, hoping that they will eventually get used to 
you. Once participants are used to you, they may forget that you are there and 
revert back to normal behaviour" (Mitchell & Jolley, 2004: 155).  
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 Table: 5.2. Classroom Observations Background Information for Teachers 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The observation sessions took place during the school year 2008- 2009. Over a 
period of more than three months each teacher was visited during four periods, 
of forty-five minutes each. Each participant was observed in three lessons where 
Teachers observations 
Manal Observation date Length (minutes) Number of students 
First visit 11-11-2008 45 24 
1 13-11-2008 48 26 
2 16-11-2008 50 26 
3 17-11-2008 47 25 
Lila Observation date Length (minutes) Number of students 
First visit 18-11-2008 44 22 
1 19-11-2008 45 24 
2 23-11-2008 49 24 
3 24-11-2008 47 24 
Elham Observation date Length (minutes) Number of students 
First visit 26-11-2008 35 30 
1 30-11-2008 45 30 
2 01-12-2008 45 29 
3 03-12-2008 47 30 
Tariq Observation date Length (minutes) Number of students 
First visit 07-12-2008 45 25 
1 09-12-2008 51 25 
2 11-12-2008 47 24 
3 14-12-2008 49 25 
Omar Observation date Length (minutes) Number of Students 
First visit 16-12-2008 45 28 
1 18-12-2008 45 28 
2 21-12-2008 44 27 
3 23-12-2008 45 28 
Khlid Observation date Length (minutes) Number of students 
First visit 28-12-2008 40 24 
1 06-01-2009 45 24 
2 07-01-2009 47 23 
3 11-01-2009 50 24 
Sami Observation date Length (minutes) Number of students 
First visit 12-01-2009 45 30 
1 13-01-2009 47 30 
2 18-01-2009 50 29 
3 19-01-2009 45 27 
Karema Observation date Length (minutes) Number of students 
First visit 20-01-2009 46 25 
1 22-01-2009 43 26 
2 26-01-2009 45 28 
3 27-01-2009 45 28 
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data and recordings were collected of lessons teaching second year students. As a 
non-participant observer, I recorded events as they unfolded in their naturalistic 
setting. I also noted down the non-verbal actions of the teachers and students. It 
cannot be claimed that WKHUHVHDUFKHU¶V presence had no impact on behaviour in 
the classroom but, as stated earlier, I did my best to minimize that impact.  
 
5.10. THE RESEARCHER¶6 ROLE AS AN INTERVIEWER  
The interviews were conducted individually after each teacher had been 
observed. I first explained the rationale behind the interview questions and gave 
each teacher a copy of them. Then I asked them if there was any question that 
was unclear or ambiguous. I then asked them if they preferred to conduct the 
interview in Arabic or English and asked for their permission to record the 
interview and to take notes. All of the teachers preferred to conduct interviews in 
Arabic (see section 5.4.2.3). This choice was also beneficial because if I had 
asked them to talk in English, they might have thought that I was assessing their 
English. Also the teachers sometimes found it difficult to express themselves in 
English.  
 
In order to gain useful data and to make it more manageable I interviewed each 
teacher individually. Interviews lasted for between thirty-nine to fifty-seven 
minutes. The length of the interviews was dependent on the interaction between 
the interviewer and interviewee. Some interviewees did not want to discuss 
issues at length, which led the interviewer to move forward to subsequent 
questions.  
 
Furthermore, the interview schedule consisted of a list of questions, but 
sometimes I deviated from the list and added extra remarks when this was 
thought useful for obtaining richer data. I sometimes encouraged the interviewee 
to clarify vague statements or to further elaborate on brief comments. Otherwise, 
the interviewer attempted to be objective and tried not to influence the 
interviewees' statements. I also sometimes shared my own beliefs and opinions 
because I had been a teacher of English in the same context. At the end of the 
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interview I asked the teachers if they had any comments to add, and to speak 
freely about the teaching and learning of grammar.  
 
All of the meetings took place in quiet rooms in the school buildings where the 
teachers worked. This was not an easy task and I learned to be patient in waiting 
for and arranging the interviews. The following table shows when the interviews 
took place and how long they lasted. 
 
7DEOH)ROORZXS7HDFKHUV¶,QWHUYLHZV 
  
Teachers interviews 
Manal 
Interview date Length (minutes) 
18-11-2008 47 
Lila  
Interview date Length (minutes) 
25-11-2008 40 
Elham  
Interview date Length (minutes) 
04-12-2008 50 
Tariq  
Interview date Length (minutes) 
15-12-2008 52 
Omar 
Interview date Length (minutes) 
24-12-2008 48 
Khalid 
Interview date Length (minutes) 
11-01-2009 50 
Sami 
Interview date Length (minutes) 
20-01-2009 57 
Karema 
Interview date Length (minutes) 
28-01-2009 39 
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5.11. THE THEORETICAL BASIS OF THE ANALYSIS 
$VWKHUHVHDUFKHU¶VDLPLV³to generate a theory to explain what is central in the 
data´ (Robson, 2002:493), a Grounded Theory approach was used to analyse 
the data in this study. Grounded theory mainly focuses on the discovery of theory 
development as opposed to logical deductive reasoning which relies on prior 
theoretical frameworks (Charmaz, 2006). Contrary to the traditional version of 
grounded theory in which the researcher is obliged to follow strict steps (Strauss, 
1987), Charmaz (2006:9) proposed a more flexible approach. She argued that 
the methods of grounded theory DUH³a set of principles, not as prescriptions or 
packages". This version of the grounded theory was employed in the present 
study to analyse the data collected from twenty-four classroom observation 
sessions and eight semi-structured interviews. These analytic processes are 
GHILQHGDV³WKHRSHUDWLRQVE\ZKLFKGDWDDUHEURNHQGRZn, conceptualized, and 
SXWEDFNWRJHWKHULQQHZZD\V´6WUDXVV	&RUELQ 
 
This study follows the methodological suggestions made in &KDUPD]¶V  
version of grounded theory in which she deviated from those of Glazer and 
Strauss (1967). In heU YHUVLRQ &KDUPD]  HPSKDVL]HG ³WKH
phenomena of study and sees both data and analysis as created from shared 
H[SHULHQFHV DQG UHODWLRQVKLSV ZLWK SDUWLFLSDQWV´ Furthermore, the flexibility of 
&KDUPPD]¶V YHUVLRQ allows a literature review to increDVH WKH UHVHDUFKHU¶V
knowledge, identify gaps in the literature and enhance the research focus. Thus, 
WKH UHVHDUFKHU¶V WDVN DFFRUGLQJ WR &KDUPD] LV ³WR ILQG D FHQWUDO FRUH FDWHJRU\
which is both at a high level of abstraction and grounded in (i.e. derived from) the 
GDWD « FROOHFWHG DQG DQDO\VHG´. Additionally, grounded theory assists the 
researcher in understanding the data through the use of codes and themes, 
where the analysis is an interplay between the researcher and the data (Bryman, 
2008; Williman, 2001). Charmaz (2006) outlined a number of analytic steps 
incorporating initial or open and focused coding, and provided an overview of the 
axial and theoretical coding which is to be considered by the researcher 
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5.11.1. PREPARING DATA FOR ANALYSIS  
The data collected was organized in order to prepare it for analysis. The 
recorded data files were listened to and transcribed, and were then read without 
trying to develop coding. All of the data was saved to the computer and read 
repeatedly in order to understand what the teachers actually did and what they 
stated that they knew about teaching and learning grammar. This was the initial 
stage of organising themes in the data. The second stage was to develop a 
primitive system of classification into which data was sorted to introduce broad 
regularities into the first themes. The data collected from observations and 
interview were kept in separate files for each teacher involved in this study. All 
the classroom observation records and interview transcriptions were written in 
the left-hand two-thirds of the page. The right hand space was used for the initial 
coding. This technique allowed the codes to be placed alongside the raw data 
(see appendix D). Back-up copies of all original materials were also made. 
 
5.11.2. Data Analysis Process 
The grounded theory approach was applied to analyse twenty-four observations 
in investigating what the EFL teachers actually did while teaching English 
grammar, and eight semi-structured interviews were used to explore their 
knowledge about teaching and learning of English grammar. Due to the huge 
mass of data, I used the computer to facilitate the analysis. I used different 
colours for the codes obtained and highlighted the pieces of raw data from which 
these codes emerged (see appendix D).  Three different types of coding, namely 
open or initial coding, axial coding and selective coding were employed (Robson, 
2002 & Charmaz, 2006). 'Open coding' means that transcripts are read line-by-
line and the concepts found in the data are identified and coded, 'Axial coding' 
means refining the concepts obtained through merging similar ones and 
discarding irrelevant ones; and 'Selective coding' means focusing on the main or 
central categories. Figure 5.4 shows the processes of analysis of the data used 
in this study: 
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Figure: 5.4. Data Analysis Process 
5.11.3. Procedure of data analysis  
During the analysis of the data, three main processes were adopted: recording 
and transcribing data, data management and coding. These processes provided 
descriptive as well as explanatory accounts. The process of analysing the data is 
described in detail below.   
Similar ideas grouped 
into concepts 
Data  
analysis 
 
Data 
collection 
  
Develop 
theories 
 
Grounded theory 
 constructed 
Transcriptions of data 
from observations and 
interviews 
(Initial coding) 
 (Axial coding) 
(Selective coding) 
Reading 
literature 
to 
explain 
findings 
Pool of data used to 
provide every possible 
variation in describing 
the categories 
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5. 11.3.1. Recording and transcribing Data  
Two high quality Olympus MP3 recorders were placed near the teacher, and notes 
were taken on what happened in the classroom. The observations and interviews 
were recorded because otherwise it would have been impossible to document 
everything accurately. Using both MP3 recordings and manual note taking methods 
helped to avoid any missing data. The recorded files were saved for listening to and 
transcribing later.   
 
All of the observation and interview data were manually transcribed. The interview 
data were transcribed in Arabic and then translated into English. The transcripts 
were also checked by an experienced translator to achieve more accuracy and 
precision. All of his notes were considered when revising the translation. The 
transcribed data was also used as a source of direct quotations that might 
provide useful insights into WKH SDUWLFLSDQWV¶ SRLQWs of view according to the 
teaching and learning of English grammar.   
 
5. 11.3.1.1. Issues with transcribing and managing data 
Transcribing the data was not easy because there was so much of it (Bryman, 
2008). The audio-UHFRUGLQJ ZDV XVHG LQ ³making notes from memory after the 
LQWHUYLHZV WR DYRLG ZRXOG ULVN ORVLQJ PDWHULDO´ $EGXO-Rahman, 2011: 100). 
However, the audio-recording was sometimes not clear, particularly when the 
teacher was moving around the classroom. This problem was solved by using 2 
03 UHFRUGHUV RQH RQ WKH WHDFKHU¶V GHVN DQG DQRWKHU DW WKH EDFN RI WKH
classroom. It was also difficult to integrate the recorded data with written notes 
because the latter did not always include the timing of events, and the 
transcription of data was thus a very slow process. Written notes were 
considered by Bogdan and Bilden (1998: 108) as a "written account of what the 
researcher hears, sees, experiences, and thinks in the course of collecting and 
reflecting on the data in qualitative study". However, this was a very beneficial 
process because the two types of data complemented each other, therefore 
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avoiding missing data. All of the data was manually transcribed, which gave me 
the opportunity to become familiar with it and to anticipate what might happen in 
other observations and interviews (Ali, 2008). Reading the transcribed data once 
was not enough. Repeated reading helped in identifying common themes or 
ideas and in constructing an initial list of codes. The data was checked iteratively 
and all of the observations and interviews were compared to discover similarities 
DQGGLIIHUHQFHVDQG WR ³force the researcher to become intimately familiar with 
WKRVHGDWD´0DUVKDOO	5RVVPDQ 
 
Furthermore, another challenge was related to managing the data to be ready for 
analysis. The transcribed data was not easy to summarise in order to avoid 
repetition, particularly when during subsequent analysis I found that I had 
eliminated important details. Condensing material was a useful and important 
part of the analysis (Abdul-Rahman, 2011). The data was classified in relation to 
pre-determined and emergent codes, but the classification process was very 
GLIILFXOW&RGLQJDOORZVRQHWRGHILQH³ZKDWLVKDSSHQLQJLQthe data and begin to 
JUDSSOHZLWKZKDWLWPHDQV´&KDUPD]$YHU\XVHIXOSUDFWLFHZDVWR
mark each similar code which emerged under each theme with a specific colour 
to distinguish it from other codes. The relevant colours of codes were then 
grouped together to represent thematic topics and sub-topics. These colored 
codes were also reduced in number and reclassified in order to be clearer. The 
content of each colour-coded theme was then analysed and developed 
separately. This stage of analysis involved deciding upon the themes or concepts 
under which the data should be classified (see Appendices E, F and G). It was 
difficult to manage the data because there was much material with similar 
content or properties (Allan, 2003). This forced the researcher to focus more on 
each set of data to identify all of the relevant categories in the data. 
 
5.11.3.2. Coding data 
Any researcher who wishes to become an expert in qualitative analysis should 
learn how to generate the process of coding appropriately (Strauss, 1987). 
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Coding is ³WKHSLYRWDO OLQNEHWZHHQFROOHFWLQJGDWDDQGGHYHORSLQJDQHPHUJHQW
theory to explain these data. Through coding, you define what is happening in 
WKHGDWDDQGEHJLQWRJUDSSOHZLWKZKDWLWPHDQV´&KDUPD]Coding 
was also defined by Glesne and Peshkin (1992) as a progression of organizing 
and defining collected data, such as observation notes and interview transcripts, 
that are appropriate to the research purpose.  A microanalytic coding procedure 
was used to code word-by-word giving the precise meaning of words and 
sentences. However, Allan (2003: 2) argued that the microanalysis of data has 
disadvantages. It takes time because the interview transcription contains a lot of 
data and picking over words individually might lead to confusion. The three types 
of coding used in this study are initial, axial and selective coding: 
 
Initial coding  
,QLWLDO FRGLQJ LV WKH ³SURFHVV WKURXJK ZKLFK FRQFHSWV DUH LGHQWLILHG DQG WKHLU
SURSHUWLHVDQGGLPHQVLRQVDUHGLVFRYHUHGLQGDWD´6WUDXVs & Corbin, 1990:101). 
This process of coding started after transcribing and managing the observed 
data. The transcriptions were read carefully line by line several times to develop 
a complete understanding of the data and to create categories. The data were 
broken down and then grouped together. Initial coding took the form of naming a 
segment or line of data, using, where possible, words that reflect action gerunds 
(Glaser, 1978) (see Appendix E). This procedure was adopted to be able to focus 
on the processes inherent in the data instead of regular nouns, the use of which 
may lead to the researcher making too-early ³conceptual leaps´ (Charmaz, 
2006:48). The process of open coding examined the data without any restrictions 
in its scope. Thus all data were accepted and none were excluded, which 
allowed for patterns to be found. This led to identification of common techniques 
or strategies of teaching English grammar employed by EFL Libyan teachers at 
secondary schools. 
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When the initial coding was completed for the twenty-four classroom observation 
sessions and eight semi-structured interview transcripts, a long list was compiled 
consisting of all initial codes (see appendix E) 
 
Axial coding  
$[LDOFRGLQJLVWKH³SURFHVVRIUHODWLQJFDWHJRULHVWRWKHLUVXE-categories, termed 
µD[LDO¶EHFDXVHFRGLQJRFFXUVDURXQGWKHD[LVRIDFDWHJRU\OLQNLQJFDWHJRULHVDW
WKHOHYHORISURSHUWLHVDQGGLPHQVLRQV´6WUDXVV	&RUELQ This stage 
involved filtering and refining the list of open codes by deleting or combining 
some categories, followed by making connections between the categories and 
defining their properties. As a result of this, core categories began to emerge 
which highlighted areas such as what techniques or strategies EFL Libyan 
teachers employed in teaching grammar and what they knew about these 
techniques (see appendix F).  
 
Selective coding process 
6HOHFWLYH FRGLQJ LV WKH ³SURFHVV RI LQWHJUDWLQJ DQG UHILQLQJ WKH WKHRU\ GHULYHG´
(Strauss & Corbin, 1990:143). This stage is the last stage in identifying the 
central categories. These categories were reviewed continually in order to 
establish the appropriate conceptual framework for the study. Six themes were 
developed during the analysis of observation data and six more themes were 
developed during the analysis of the semi-structured interviews (appendix G).  
 
Theoretical coding  
Theoretical coding is the stage where the researcher reaches a point of 
VDWXUDWLRQ³&DWHJRULHVDUHVDWXUDWHGZKHQJDWKHULQJIUHVKGDWDQRORQJHUVSDUNV
new theoretical insights, nor reveals new properties of your theoretical 
FDWHJRULHV´&KDUPD] This stage is considered to be both a strength 
and peculiarity of grounded theory (Mertens, 1998). Theoretical coding explores 
these saturated categories and provides analytical criteria which are useful in the 
development of conceptual relationships between categories and their relevance 
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to the literature (Glaser 1978, 1992). In the present study, theoretical coding was 
saturated after analysis of the twenty-four observation sessions and eight semi-
structured interviews, and therefore it was decided that no further data were 
needed.  
 
Memo writing  
Writing memos was used to record the verbal and nonverbal behaviour of 
teachers and students in class, and these were then used in the analysis of the 
GDWD ³Memo-writing constitutes a crucial method in grounded theory because it 
SURPRWHV\RXWRDQDO\VH\RXUGDWDDQGFRGHVHDUO\ LQWKHUHVHDUFK´&KDUPD]
2006: 72). These memos allowed the collection of richer data than would 
otherwise have been the case. I also wrote memos during the analysis of data. 
These memos help me to be on the track of my analysis procedures. 
 
5.11.3.2.1. Issues with the coding of data 
Using grounded theory to analyse the data was a further challenge, since I did 
QRW LQ SUDFWLFH FROOHFW WKH GDWD ZLWK D PLQGDV HPSW\ µDV D EODQN VKHHW¶ , KDG
learned much from the literature and did have concepts in which I was interested. 
However, the proposal of grounded theory is that theories should be born entirely 
out of the data and, as such, no literature review should be performed (Strauss & 
Corbin, 1990); this was not so in this study where the principles of the theory 
were used but I had read the literature widely (Charmaz, 2006). The principles of 
grounded theory were considered to be appropriate because I wished to highlight 
particular aspects of my research topic. Various different issues were addressed 
when coding the observation and interview transcripts using a consistent 
procedure. These issues were very complex, particularly in cases where data 
were very similar with only slight differences.  This resulted in long lists of codes.  
 
One of the issues encountered concerned moving from one case to another to 
integrate codes so as to classify them under one label. However, further reading 
of other transcripts then led to fresh understanding (Marshall & Rossman, 2006), 
151 
 
which helped to produce new codes and refine the old ones. Designing an 
analytic framework was the solution found to reduce most of these problems 
related particularly when integrating codes, and the framework was considered 
DV ³VLPSO\ WKH FXUUHQW YHUVLRQ RI WKH UHVHDUFKHU
V PDS RI WKH WHUULWRU\ EHLQJ
LQYHVWLJDWHG´0LOHV	+XEHUPDQ. The use of the analytic framework 
also helped in managing and integrating the findings so as to understand the 
relationships between categories, labels and themes (Borg, 2006). Thus, the 
data from each teacher was examined and analysed individually, as well as 
connections being made to other cases.  
  
More specifically, the initial coding involved two main processes of 
conceptualizing and categorizing (Richards, 2005). Conceptualizing involved 
descriptions which summarised the events and labeled all chunks of words, 
phrases, sentences, and paragraphs which I believed to be key incidents, ideas, 
or events. These were then examined to identify similarities or differences. The 
conceptualization process was used to group similar items, to define properties 
and to give these items a label which represented a frequent link. This reduced 
the volume of data so as to be more manageable. The categorizing process then 
used the initial categories from the starting list (Gibbs, 2007). During this 
operation I faced various problems, especially when comparing events or 
categories which had been allocated the same label. However, this was a useful 
SURFHVV EHFDXVH ³FRPSDULQJ LQFLGHQWV RI WKH VDPH RUGHU EHWZHHQ GDWD VSXUV
\RXWRWKLQNDQDO\WLFDOO\DERXWWKHP´&KDUPD]7KHFDWHJRULHVZKLFK
emerged had the potential to suggest explanations and therefore had more 
analytical power. 
 
Working bottom-up was a difficult process when the concepts were gradually 
developed (see section 5.11.2). Thus, a mechanism was created to move from 
one category to another to develop the final list of categories. During selective 
coding I integrated and reviewed the categories in order to develop the theory 
from the coding process and check internal reliability (Abdul-Rahman, 2011). 
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This helped in checking the patterns of connections and relationships and 
classifying and linking them in order to develop explanations (Gibbs, 2007). 
However, it was difficult to integrate memos and categories from closely similar 
situations during the writing-up the analysis. The conclusions and explanations 
were grounded in order to make the reporting stage more valid and reliable, and 
&KDUPD]  DUJXHG WKDW JURXQGHG WKHRU\ JLYHV WKH UHVHDUFKHU ³D
GHFLGHG DGYDQWDJH ZKHQ GHYHORSLQJ D FRPSOHWHG UHSRUW´ 7KHUHIRUH , GLG P\
utmost to render the reported findings more coherent and to be connected in the 
form of a comprehensive account during the analysis.  
 
5.12. SUMMARY OF THE CHAPTER 
This chapter described in detail the methodological framework of research 
design. It has presented the research questions, and evaluated the research 
design and epistemological framework used. Then, the methods of data 
collection employed were detailed and justified for their rate investigating the EFL 
teachers' practices and their knowledge regarding the teaching and learning of 
English grammar. Issues of the validity and reliability of the study were 
discussed. A description of the study sample followed. A discussion of ethical 
considerations was then presented, and the processes of data analysis were 
detailed and justified.  
The next chapWHU DQDO\VHV WKH ILQGLQJV FRQFHUQLQJ WKH WHDFKHUV¶ FODVVURRP
practice and their knowledge about the teaching and learning of English 
grammar.  
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CHAPTER SIX: RESULTS AND ANALYSIS 
 
6.1. INTRODUCTION 
This chapter provides an overview of the results gained from the participants, 
and integrates the data gathered in the whole study. The data accumulated from 
twenty-four sessions of observation of the teachers and eight individual 
interviews is then analysed to answer the research questions in this study (see 
sections 1.3 and 5.4). "Data analysis involves organizing what you have seen, 
heard, and read so that you can make sense of what you have learned" (Glesne 
	 3HVKNLQ  7KH DQDO\VLV LV XVHG ³WR KHOS WKH DFFRXQW µOLYH¶ DQG
communicate to the reader tKURXJK WKH WHOOLQJ TXRWDWLRQ RU DSW H[DPSOH´
(Robson, 2002:456). Hence, data obtained from the observations and interviews 
DUH XVHG WR ³IRUP H[SODQDWLRQV DQG WKHRULHV WKDW DUH JURXQGHG LQ WKH GHWDLOV
HYLGHQFHDQGH[DPSOHV´(Rubin et al., 1995:4).  
 
As the quality of data analysis is a basic factor in the success of any research, 
various methods such as content analysis, discourse analysis, text analysis, 
conversation analysis and grounded theory could all potentially be used. 
However, grounded theory was chosen as the most appropriate for this study, for 
several reasons as explained earlier (see section 5.11). Dawson (2002) argued 
that a literature review helps to explain emerging results and there is sufficient 
flexibility in qualitative data analysis for the researcher to select the method most 
appropriate for the research. Therefore the conceptual framework used to design 
the data analysis is explained here. Summaries relevant to each issue and the 
whole chapter are then given.  
 
From the data, merged categories were generated which were revised and 
refined by discarding repetition and combining related data. The coding used for 
the analysis allowed the classification of data into categories directly related to 
WHDFKHUV¶XVHDQGNQRZOHGJHRI WHDFKLQJ(QJOish grammar. The analysis in this 
study is holistic and exploratory in nature, and the aim is to draw out as much 
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information as possible about how participants used particular strategies in 
teaching English grammar. As the data set consists of a large volume of words, a 
summary of findings is provided in the form of tables in order to clarify the main 
UHVXOWV 6WUDWHJLHV RI WHDFKLQJ JUDPPDU ZHUH LGHQWLILHG IURP SDUWLFLSDQWV¶
classroom practice, and significant comments are highlighted. Some quotations 
from WKH SDUWLFLSDQWV¶ FODVVURRP SUDFWLFH DQG LQWHUYLHZV DUH DOVR SURYLGHG WR
facilitate the explanation of the strategies they used. These themes and 
categories were generated in several stages of initial coding, axial coding and 
selective coding. All of the themes and the codes selected have been analysed 
using the same procedures (see section 5.11.3).  
 
6.2. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK OF DATA ANALYSIS 
This section sets out the conceptual framework used and the findings obtained 
from twenty-four observation sessions and eight individual interviews with the 
eight teachers. Six main issues are described, as shown in table 6.1. Each issue 
is divided into three main sections according to the three research questions of 
the study (see sections 1.4 and 5.2) concerning teaFKHUV¶FODVVURRPSUDFWLFH LQ
teaching English grammar, their knowledge about teaching English grammar, 
and finally the relationship between these two variables. The classification of the 
WHDFKHUV¶FODVVURRPSUDFWLFHVXVHGZDVEDVHGRQWKDWSURSRVHGE\Savage et al 
(2010), whose research focused only on presenting grammar, using grammatical 
WHUPV FKHFNLQJ VWXGHQWV¶ XQGHUVWDQGLQJ RI JUDPPDU DQG SURYLGLQJ WKHP ZLWK
feedback. This study adds new variables to the classification of grammar 
teaching, such as the XVH RI VWXGHQWV¶ / DQG WKH WHDFKHUV¶ SV\FKRORJ\ DQG
behaviour during teaching. The study adds to knowledge in this field by exploring 
WHDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHFRPSDUHGZLWKWKHVWUDWHJLHVWKDWWKH\XVHLQWKHLU(QJOLVK
grammar lessons. It is worth noting that this is the first research study to deal 
ZLWK WKH UHODWLRQVKLS EHWZHHQ WHDFKHUV¶ SUDFWLFH DQG NQRZOHGJH LQ WHDFKLQJ
grammar. In this regard, Borg (2006) postulates that further studies are required 
of the knowledge of teachers in general and their practice in teaching grammar in 
particular. The purpose of designing the framework below was to be able to 
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assimilate the data concerning the various issues involved in order for the 
analysis to be more manageable. The analytic process begins with what the 
teacherV DFWXDOO\ GLG LQ FODVV WHDFKHUV¶ SUDFWLFH and then proceeds to dig 
deeper to ILQG RXW ZKDW WKH\ NQHZ DERXW WHDFKLQJ JUDPPDU WHDFKHUV¶
knowledge). The analysis also includes an in-depth analysis of the relationship 
EHWZHHQWKHWHDFKHUV¶SUDFWLFHDQGNQRwledge (see table 6.1 below).  
 
Table: 6.1. Conceptual Framework of Data Analysis 
 
Conceptual Framework of Data Analysis 
Issue 7HDFKHUV¶3UDFWLFH 7HDFKHUV¶.QRZOHGJH The Relationships 
1 
 
Presenting grammar 
elements 
 
7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJH
about presenting grammar 
elements 
7KHUHODWLRQVKLSEHWZHHQWHDFKHUV¶
practice and their knowledge about 
presenting grammar elements 
2 Using metalanguage or grammatical terminology 
7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJH
about using metalanguage 
7KHUHODWLRQVKLSEHWZHHQWHDFKHUV¶
practice and their knowledge about 
using metalanguage 
3 Error correction 
 
7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJH
DERXWFRUUHFWLQJVWXGHQWV¶
grammatical errors 
7KHUHODWLRQVKLSEHWZHHQWHDFKHUV¶
practice and their knowledge about 
FRUUHFWLQJVWXGHQWV¶JUDPPDWLFDO
errors 
4 Providing feedback 
 
7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJH
about providing feedback 
7KHUHODWLRQVKLSEHWZHHQWHDFKHUV¶
practice and their knowledge about 
providing feedback 
5 Using students L1 
 
7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJH
about using students L1 
7KHUHODWLRQVKLSEHWZHHQWHDFKHUV¶
practice and their knowledge about 
using students L1 
6 
Checking students 
understanding 
 
7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJH
DERXWFKHFNLQJVWXGHQWV¶
understanding 
7KHUHODWLRQVKLSEHWZHHQWHDFKHUV¶
practice and their knowledge about 
checking students understanding 
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         6.2.1. IssXH2QH7HDFKHUV¶3UDFWLFHDQG.QRZOHGJHDERXWPresenting 
Grammar and the Relationship between Them 
As stated in section 6.2, the analysis focuses on what the teachers actually did in 
class and what they knew about teaching grammar, in order to provide 
reasonable interpretations of the relationships between these variables. The 
themes obtained from the data of both the classroom observation and semi-
structured interviews are provided in tables 6.2 and 6.3. Moreover examples and 
quotations from the actual data are used to exemplify and support the analysis. 
 
6.2.1.1. Presenting grammatical items  
The analysis of the data revealed two different sets findings here, in that certain 
teachers introduced their students to examples supported with pictures to explain 
new grammatical rules, whereas others teachers introduced their students 
directly to the new rules and then provided examples illustrating these rules. That 
is, the teachers adopted different methods in teaching grammar. While in the first 
the teachers provided examples before introducing the rule (inductive method), 
the others started by explaining the grammatical rule first (deductive 
method).These findings are explained in more detail below.  
Table: 6.2. Presenting Grammatical Items 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Action Presenting grammatical items 
1 Teacher presents rules and explains them (teacher-centred) 
2 
 Directing students to deduce how the rule works 
3 
 The classroom provides the context (student-centred) 
4 
  Encouraging students to create new language 
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Teacher presents rules and explains them (teacher-centred) 
In almost all of the classes observed, the teachers applied similar techniques in 
teaching grammar and all adopted the deductive method in their teaching.  Lila, 
Omar, Kalied, Karima and Elham, for example, began their lessons by presenting 
the rules first and then asked students to practise them. That the deductive 
method was used in teaching grammar can also be inferrHGIURP2PDU¶VSUDFWLFH
LQFODVVLQWKDWKHVWDUWHGWKHOHVVRQE\VD\LQJµour rule today LVDERXW³XVHGWR´
DQG ³ZRXOG´ Omar presented and explained the rule itself, but did not to give 
WLPH IRU VWXGHQWV WR XVH LW LQ GLIIHUHQW VLWXDWLRQV  ,Q 2PDU¶V FODVV WKH VWXGHQWV
appeared to be unable to communicate freely. 
 
Directing students to deduce how the rule works 
During classes, the teachers tried to explain how the grammar rule worked by 
giving examples on the board and making the students think about them. Their 
aim was to provide more engagement in classroom activities. This was clearly 
seen iQ0DQDO¶VFODVV2QWKHERDUGVKHZURWHVHYHUDOH[DPSOHVWRLQWURGXFHWKH
new grammatical rule, and asked students to consider them. She said ³ULJKW ,
ZDQW\RXWRHOLFLWWKHUXOHRUWKHIRUPRQZKLFK,EXLOWWKHVHVHQWHQFHV´But after 
three minutes studeQWVVDLG³We canQRWLPDJLQHWKHUXOHWHDFKHU´The teacher 
seemed disappointed. She said ³1RZORRNDW WKHERDUG´ and started writing the 
UXOH RXW KHUVHOI 0DQDO¶V WHFKQLTXH VHHPHG WR EH XVHIXO EHFDXVH LW DLPHG WR
LQFUHDVH WKH VWXGHQWV¶ understanding of how they should exploit their 
grammatical knowledge. But the students failed to achieve this. This can be 
interpreted in terms of their lack of experience in using the language, which 
forced the teacher to change tack by presenting the grammar lesson deductively. 
 
The classroom provides the context (student-centred) 
,Q 0DQDO 6DPL 7DULT DQG (OKDP¶V FODVVHV WKH LQGXFWLYH PHWKRG LQ WHDFKLQJ
grammar was observed. They all started their lessons by giving examples and in 
many cases these examples were supported by pictures or diagrams to introduce 
the new grammatical items inductively in stimulating the students to recognize 
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WKHQHZUXOHE\WKHPVHOYHV$FRQFUHWHH[DPSOHRIWKLVFDQEHIRXQGLQ7DULT¶V
class. This teacher wrote some examples on the board and asked his students if 
WKH\KDGDQ\TXHVWLRQVDERXWWKHP7KHUXOHZDVDERXWKRZWRXVHµZRXOG¶DQG
µVKRXOG¶7KHVWXGHQWVSDUWLFLSDWHGZKHQWKH\H[SUHVVHGWKHLUWKRXJKWVDERXWWKH
form of the rule. By using of this type of presentation the teacher helped the 
students to understand the rule by giving them further explanation. He said ³in 
this practice you will learn the correct way to express yourselves about 
something you wish for in life, and you should note that when the first sentence is 
positive our wish will be negative, and vice versa´. The teacher in this case gave 
the students some key words regarding the rule which seemed to be very useful 
for them in discovering the rule by themselves. 
 
Encouraging students to create new language  
Throughout the classroom observation the teachers were observed to encourage 
students to construct new sentences using the new grammatical rules in different 
activities. This led to more active interaction between the teacher and students or 
amongst students themselves. This was observed in Tariq, Sami, Manal and 
(OKDP¶V FODVVHV $V DQ H[DPSOH 6DPL PRWLYDWHG KLV VWXGHQWV WR FUHDWH QHZ
sentences based on particular pictures. In order to provide more assistance to 
his students, he raised four questions for them to consider when talking about the 
SLFWXUHV6DPLVHHPHGWREHDLPLQJWRPDNHFRQQHFWLRQVEHWZHHQWKHVWXGHQWV¶
ideas about the pictures and the questions on the board, encouraging them to 
use new language forms by describing the pictures. In this case the teacher 
appeared to be a guide, encouraging the students to be more pro-active and 
communicative throughout the process of constructing the sentences. 
 
To sum up, the teachers adopted both deductive and inductive methods in 
teaching grammar. Similar rules in applying deductive methods were observed 
among the teachers, whereas differences between them were also observed 
whenever inductive methods were practised. 
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7HDFKHUV¶ knowledge about presenting grammatical items 
The findings obtained from the eight teachers interviewed revealed that most of 
them seemed to have sufficient background knowledge about teaching English 
grammar. The four themes identified are shown in table 6.3 and analysed below.  
 
                  Table: 6.3.7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJH of presenting grammatical items 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Awareness of presenting grammar items deductively and inductively 
The analysis of the data revealed the following findings. Three teachers (Manal, 
Kalied and Tariq) were not aware of the teaching of grammar in terms of 
inductive and deductive methods. They moved from one to another haphazardly. 
For example, in response to the question concerning what he knew about 
deductive and inductive teaching methods, Tariq said µ,KDYHQRLGHDDERXWWKHVH
WZRPHWKRGVRISUHVHQWLQJJUDPPDUµGHGXFWLYHDQGLQGXFWLYH¶The teacher was 
completely unaware of the terms. According to the data obtained from the factual 
questionnaire, this teacher is categorized as one of the more experienced 
teachers (see table 5.1). 
 
On the other hand, five teachers (Sami, Lila, Elham, Karima and Omar) were 
aware of teaching grammar deductively and inductively. What is interesting here 
is that most these teachers were categorized among the less experienced 
teachers (see table 5.1(OKDPZKRKDGVHYHQ\HDUV¶H[SHULHQFH LQ WHDFKLQJ, 
Theme 7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJH of presenting grammatical items 
1 
Awareness of presenting grammar items deductively and inductively 
2 'HGXFWLYHDQGLQGXFWLYHWHDFKLQJPHWKRGVDQGWHDFKHUV¶SUHIHUHQFHV 
3 The effect of teaching and learning experience in presenting English 
grammar 
4 The effectiveness of grammatical knowledge and experience in 
presenting English grammar 
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stated, ³7KHGHGXFWLYHSUHVHQWDWLRQLVGLUHFWDQGWKHWHDFKHUSUHVHQWVWKHUXOHVWR
students and gives them examples and the inductive presentation is the 
opposite´. It can be concluded from this quotation that she had sufficient 
knowledge about the deductive and inductive methods of teaching grammar. 
 
'HGXFWLYHDQGLQGXFWLYHWHDFKLQJPHWKRGVDQGWHDFKHUV¶SUHIHUHQFHV 
During the interviews the teachers expressed different attitudes towards 
employing deductive and inductive methods in teaching grammar.  Four teachers 
(Manal, Sami, Elham and Tariq) were very interested in teaching grammar 
inductively. For instance, Tariq was convinced that this method would be more 
beneficial for students. In this regard he said, ³LW LVPRUHXVHIXO IRUJUDPPDWLFDO
rules to be discovered by the students, and they would be remembered better 
WKDQLIWKHUXOHVGLUHFWO\H[SODLQHGE\WKHWHDFKHU´  
 
In contrast, other teachers (Lila, Karima, Omar and Kalied) preferred to adopt 
deductive methods in teaching grammar rules. Interestingly they expressed the 
same ideas as those who preferred teaching grammar inductively. They also 
stated that this method was more useful for students. For example, Lila said that 
³,DOZD\VWHDFKWKHQHZJUDPPDWLFDOLWHPVGHGXFWLYHO\EHFDXVHWKH\GRQRWOHDG
WRZRUVHUHVXOWVEXWUDWKHUWRWKHVDPHRUEHWWHURXWFRPHV´This idea was also 
supported by Karima when she said that, ³SURJUHVs takes place only when the 
teacher presents the rule and gives examples to explain it, and then asks the 
VWXGHQWVWRGRWKHVDPH´ 
 
Furthermore, Omar defended this position when he said in his interview that: 
µSUHVHQWLQJJUDPPDULQGXFWLYHO\WDNHVWLPHDQd our time is limited; also it needs 
students with near-SHUIHFW(QJOLVKODQJXDJHDELOLW\WRGRWKDW¶ He did not believe 
that learning was enhanced if the students were left to discover the rules by 
themselves. This indicates that the teacher might be influenced by his own 
previous teachers who had taught English in the deductive way, although his 
reason was that insufficient time was available.  
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          The effect of teaching and learning experience on presenting English 
grammar 
The analysis of the data FRQILUPHG WKH LPSDFW RI WKH WHDFKHUV¶ WHDFKLQJ DQG
OHDUQLQJ EDFNJURXQG LQ WHDFKLQJ JUDPPDU ,W LV ZRUWK QRWLQJ WKDW WHDFKHUV¶
learning background refers to the time they had spent in studying English (see 
see table 5.1). According to the data, there was almost complete consensus 
among teachers that their prior knowledge of teaching and learning had helped 
them to teach grammar. In this regard, Manal said, ³,DPWRWDOO\GHSHQGHQWXSRQ
my prior knowledge of teaching and learning, because all aspects or elements of 
language were related and complemented each other and needed to be 
considered when planning my teaching´.  
 
           The effectiveness of grammatical knowledge in teaching English grammar 
Almost all of the teachers were aware of the influence that grammatical 
background knowledge might have on their behaviour in class, as Elham 
commented ³grammatical knowledge helps me to build my sentences and 
SURGXFHWKHODQJXDJHDFFXUDWHO\´ This means that this teacher was aware that a 
knowledge of grammar is the backbone of the language. Lila was the only 
teacher who said that previous grammatical knowledge did not have too much of 
an effect on KHU WHDFKLQJ RI (QJOLVK JUDPPDU 6KH VDLG WKDW ³Teaching a 
language does not depend on a knowledge of grammatical rules only. It depends 
on creating an atmosphere where teachers can communicate and use their 
NQRZOHGJH´ This suggests that grammatical knowledge itself is useless unless 
the teacher establishes an encouraging and supporting atmosphere where there 
are more opportunities to transfer grammatical knowledge to students via 
communicative language use.  
 
In summary, the teachers had different levels of understanding and preferences 
and different reasons to justify their practice when teaching English grammar. As 
regards awareness of presenting grammar items deductively and inductively, 
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different attitudes were expressed towards teaching grammar in this sample of 
teachers. While some teachers supported teaching grammar deductively, others 
preferred to teach it inductively. Furthermore, the teachers were convinced that 
their experience in teaching and learning had a direct influence on their methods 
of teaching grammar. Regarding the effectiveness of grammatical knowledge in 
teaching, two different attitudes were expressed; while the former agreed to its 
influence, the latter minimized its effectiveness on teaching grammatical rules.  
 
          6.2.1.3. The relationship EHWZHHQWHDFKHUV¶SUDFWLFHVDQGWKHLUNQRZOHGJH
about presenting grammatical items  
The analysis of data obtained from the classroom observation and semi-
structured interviews revealed different relationships between what the teachers 
actually did while presenting the new grammatical items and what they stated 
they knew about the relevant issues. The uniqueness of this study that it is the 
first to investigate this question (see section 4.6). These relationships are 
analysed below in the order shown in table 6.4. 
    
                7DEOH7KHUHODWLRQVKLSEHWZHHQWKHWHDFKHUV¶SUDFWLFHDQG
knowledge of presenting grammar 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
            
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Relationship Teachers 
N ; Congruence Incongruence (x) Manal Kalid Tariq Sami Lila Elham Karima Omar 
1 
Teacher presented grammar deductively   and 
inductively but was not aware of it 
 x      x     x - - - - - 
2 
Teacher presented grammar inductively and 
had  knowledge about it - - - 9 - 9 - - 
3 
Teacher did not present grammar inductively 
although had knowledge about it - - - -    x -      X      x 
4 
Teacher presented grammar deductively and 
had  knowledge about it - - - 9 9 9 9  9 
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           Teacher presented grammar deductively and inductively but was not aware 
                of it 
7KHUH ZDV VRPH LQFRQJUXHQFH EHWZHHQ WKH WHDFKHUV¶ SUDFWLFH DQG WKHLU
knowledge about presenting English grammar lessons, particularly in the data 
collected from Manal, Kalid and Tariq. The interesting thing was that these 
teachers did not know about deductive and inductive methods, although they 
were already using both in their classes. As an example, Manal was observed to 
present new grammatical items inductively through providing several examples 
and encouraging the students to elicit these items by themselves. Unexpectedly, 
the results obtained from the interview indicated that this teacher was not fully 
aware of the concept of teaching grammar deductively or inductively. What is 
surprising here is that those teachers were classified as more experienced 
teachers (see table 5.1). The fact that those teachers applied deductive and 
inductive teaching methods despite not being aware of them can be attributed 
partly to the lack of in-service training courses, although there may be many 
other reasons. 
 
Teacher presented grammar inductively and s/he had knowledge about it 
According to the analysis, the teachers Sami and Elham adopted a distinctive 
role in their teaching. They were the only teachers who were observed to teach 
the grammar items purely inductively, and in the interviews they expressed 
different levels of background knowledge about the advantages of teaching 
grammar in an inductive way. The congruence between their knowledge and 
SUDFWLFH LQ WHDFKLQJ JUDPPDU FDQ EH FRQILUPHG E\ 6DPL¶V FRQWULEXWLRQ ³, XVH
communicative approach to teach grammar, I always introduce students to a 
dialogue and help them to discover the new grammatical rules. I believe this 
helps them to understand grammar rules better and also helps them to improve 
their language level´. These teachers tended to engage their students in 
classroom activities through adopting inductive methods in their teaching. It is 
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worth noting that these teachers had different levels of experience, in that Sami 
was more experienced than Elham.  
 
           Teacher did not present grammar inductively although s/he had 
knowledge about it 
The analysis of the classroom observation and semi-structured interviews 
indicated incongruence between how the teachers taught grammar and what 
they knew about teaching methods in the cases of Lila, Karima and Omar. For 
instance, Lila, who was categorized as a less experienced teacher (see section 
5.6), expressed a marked awareness of teaching grammar both deductively and 
inductively in her interview. However, during the classroom observation, she 
restricted herself to deductive methods. Throughout the three observation 
sessions, she taught grammar as a product, starting by presenting the forms of 
the rules first and focusing on giving the students a clear and explicit framework 
for the target language. 
 
Teacher presented grammar deductively and s/he had knowledge about it 
According to the findings from observation and interview, there is apparent 
congruence between what the five of the teachers actually did in their classes 
and their knowledge about teaching grammar items. Sami, Lila, Elham, Karima 
and Omar were observed to present the grammar items first. In their responses 
to the question of why they adopted this method, they confirmed that this was the 
EHVWDSSURDFKIRUWKHLUVWXGHQWV7KLVFDQEHGHGXFHGIURP.DULPD¶VZRUGV³LWLV
better for grammatical rules to be presented by the teacher because students are 
XVHG WR WKLVPHWKRGDQGGHSHQGRQ WKHLU WHDFKHUV LQPDQ\ZD\V´ More to the 
point, Karima seemed to be convinced that student progress took place only 
when the teacher presented the rule and then gave examples to explain it. In this 
case, Karima apparently did not give her students the opportunity to take a 
positive or creative role in class. Her main concern was to make sure that the 
students understood the new grammatical rules.  
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In conclusion, the analysis of the data reveals four types of relationship in the 
context of presenting English grammar, each of which has its own value. More 
explicitly, two indicated congruence between practice and knowledge while the 
others revealed incongruence (see table 6.4).   
 
          6.2.2. Issue Two: TeDFKHUV¶ 3UDFWLFH DQG .QRZOHGJH DERXW 8VLQJ
Metalanguage, and their Relationship 
This section analysHV WKH GDWD REWDLQHG IURP WHDFKHUV¶ REVHUYHG FODVVHV DQG
their semi-structured interviews regarding the teaching of metalanguage. The 
findings are presented in tables 6.5 and 6.6. The findings from both observation 
and interviews are integrated at the end of the discussion in order to determine 
the relationship between them as shown in table 6.7. A summary of the main 
findings on this issue are also given.  
 
6.2.2.1. 7HDFKHUV¶SUDFWLFHRIPHWDODQJXDJHRUJUDPPDWLFDOWHUPLQRORJ\ 
7ZR GLIIHUHQW SDWWHUQV ZHUH IRXQG LQ WHDFKHUV¶ FODVVHV )LYH WHDFKHUV WDXJKW
metalanguage or grammatical terminology as an end in itself (that is, 
deductively), whereas three teachers were observed to teach grammatical 
terminology as a way to help students understand how the English language 
works (teaching inductively). These findings are analysed in more detail below.  
 
7DEOH7HDFKHUV¶XVHRIPHWDODQJXDJHRUJUDPPDWLFDOWHUPLQRORJy 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Action 
 
Teachers use of metalanguage or grammatical terminology 
 
1 
  Introducing grammar forms only  
2 
  Focusing the form of the rule in advance 
3 
  Teaching grammatical forms in order to create new ones  
4 
  Explaining the order of sentences 
5 
  Seeking to connect form and usage 
6 
  Using grammatical terms to describe a process  
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Introducing grammar forms only 
During classroom observation the teachers were seen to introduce new 
grammatical items. This technique of teaching was used by all the teachers in 
similar ways but to different degrees. They started by identifying the names of the 
new grammatical forms themselves (teaching metalanguage deductively). This 
led to students knowing the differences between grammatical items such as 
verbs, nouns and pronouns. In his second lesson, Kalied, for example, taught 
metalanguage as an end itself when he asked students to complete a table which 
had two columns with different forms of grammar to help students to understand 
the structure and forms of these grammatical terms.   
 
Verb Noun 
hope  
fear  
Anticipate  
dread  
expect  
 
This method of teaching seemed to be deductive because all it led to was 
students knowing the difference between the grammatical forms. It encouraged 
students to be able to recognize and memorize grammatical forms.  It is also led 
to the ability to check if students knew the differences between verbs and nouns.  
 
Focusing on the form of the rule in advance 
In almost all the classes observed, the teachers were noted to explain the form of 
the rules. They appeared to want to make sure that the students understood the 
difference between the rules or items before explaining them (teaching 
deductively). Lila, Karima, Omar, Kalied and Elham used this method, and Omar, 
for exampOHLQWURGXFHGVWXGHQWVWRWKHIRUPRIWKHUXOHRIµWKHWKLUGFRQGLWLRQDOLI¶
in advance, saying: 
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                        the rule is: if + past perfect + would have + past participle, and the form 
of the past perfect, as I have explained before, is: noun or pronoun + 
KDYHWKHYHUEVLQSDVWSDUWLFLSOH)RUH[DPSOHµ,KDGJRQH¶ 
Here the teacher introduced the form of the rule before explaining or clarifying 
any further connection between rule structures. This may only help students to 
build their knowledge of grammar and to be aware of its advantages, such as 
identifying new grammatical items in order to recognize them.  
 
Teaching grammatical forms in order to create new ones  
The data revealed that two teachers (Karima and Lila) out of the eight were 
observed to focus on differences between regular and irregular verbs in the 
English language as a form only (teaching metalanguage deductively).  This way 
of teaching may lead students to learn the new forms, and to understand all of 
the grammatical features related to them. Karema, for example, asked the 
students to concentrate on this issue, and said: 
                       Students, listen, if we look at the sentences we will see that passive 
sentences in the past simple are made with the past tense of be + the 
past participle. Therefore, you should know irregular and regular verbs; 
however, the past simple of the verb form is the same as the verb form in 
WKHSDVWSDUWLFLSOH¶ 
 
The teacher apparently focuses on form and structure rather than on meaning. 
This technique of teaching seemed to aim to lead students to construct language 
correctly in the future but it may not help them to perform any interactive 
activities.   
 
Explaining the order of sentences in an inductive way 
In Manal, Elham, Tariq, Sami and KDOLHG¶V FODVVHV LW ZDV REVHUYHG WKDW
metalanguage was taught by explaining the order of sentences. This was 
apparent when they gave their students a chance to create and think of what 
sentences should consist of (teaching metalanguage inductively). The teDFKHUV¶
plan seemed to be to help students to distinguish between the rules and how 
WKH\XVHWKHP0DQDOIRULQVWDQFHZURWHRQWKHERDUGµthe writer wrote the play. 
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7KH SOD\ ZDV LQWHUHVWLQJ¶ 6KH VDLG WKDW ³WKH ZULWHU LV WKH µVXEMHFW¶ µZURWH¶ LV D
µYHUE¶DQG µSOD\¶ LV WKH µREMHFW´ Then she wrote on the board, µ7KHZULWHUZURWH
WKHSOD\ZKLFKZDVLQWHUHVWLQJ¶7KHQVKHGUHZDFLUFOHDURXQGWKHZRUGµZKLFK¶
EXWRPLWWHG WKH ZRUG µSOD\¶ IURP WKH VHFRQG VHQWHQFH $IWHU WKDW VKH VDLG ³ZH
can use relative clauses to give extra information. A relative clause (pronoun) 
can refer to a previous noun, place, thing, time or person´. This shows that this 
teacher focused on form and structure and on meaning. 
  
Seeking to connect form and usage 
During their classes, the teachers Tariq, Manal, Elham and Sami were observed 
to use different techniques which aimed to teach metalanguage in order to help 
students to understand how English works, and in order to use their grammatical 
knowledge in different situations (teaching metalanguage inductively). For 
H[DPSOH 0DQDO LQWURGXFHG WKH JUDPPDWLFDO WHUPV µVXEMHFW¶ µDFWLYH¶ DQG
µSDVVLYH¶DQGVKHDOVRJDYHVWXGHQWVVRPHH[DPSOHVWRKHOSWKHPWRXVHWKHVH
terms appropriately. She focused on both form and meaning at the same time, as 
shown when she wrote some facts on the board, and under each fact gave an 
example as follows: 
 
1. I am a meteorologist. Every day I check the air pressure. 
2. Air pressure is important for meteorologists. It is checked every day. 
3. The air pressure is checked every day. (Someone checks it, but  
4. we are not interested in who checks it). 
 
This way of teaching helped students to understand the rule in an indirect way, 
having initially withheld the names of the grammatical terms and the rule. The 
extract above shows that in the first example the teacher used the active form to 
say what the subject does. In the second example, she used the passive form to 
say what happens to the subject, and in the third example she used the passive 
to indicate that the person or thing doing the action is unknown or unimportant.  
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Using grammatical terms to describe a process 
In the classes observed, using different verb forms to describe processes was 
seen to occur. This may encourage students to understand the rule structure and 
how to use it in different situations (teaching metalanguage inductively). This 
technique of teaching was used only by Tariq. He wrote on the board: 
 
 
 
 
 
The teacher¶V DLP ZDV DVVXPHG WR EH WR KHOS VWXGHQWV OHDUQ WKH IRUP RI WKH
present passive and how to use it in different situations. This also led students to 
distinguish between the active and the passive forms. By adopting activities such 
as this students may understand how to connect words to create sentences full 
of meaning that they can communicate to others. In other words, this kind of 
activity helps students understand that grammatical terminology never stops 
there, but that the student may call upon it when they use language. This was 
clear when the teachers also asked students to describe how to make coffee to 
each other. 
 
To conclude, the data confirmed that the teachers used different techniques and 
ways of teaching metalanguage, whether as an end itself or in teaching 
metalanguage or grammatical terminology in different ways in order to help their 
students understand grammatical rules. The teachers who taught metalanguge 
deductively failed to make any type of connection between language forms or 
grammatical structures and communicative skills. On the other hand, the 
teachers who taught new grammatical terms inductively tended to create 
connections between form and meaning by presenting interactive activities. 
 
 
 
Water is passed through the coffee. Next, the liquid is pumped through tubes at 
high pressure. Then the liquid is boiled. After that, sugar, salt and other chemicals 
are added. Next, the liquid is put into cylindrical driers and it is dried at 250 
degrees. This turns the liquid into a powder. Finally, the coffee is collected and put 
into jars. 
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6.2.27HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHRIXVLQJPHWDODQguage  
The analysis of data obtained from the semi-structured interviews revealed that 
the teachers had various levels of knowledge about teaching metalanguage. 
They said that they taught it in different ways and for different reasons. The four 
themes shown in table 6.6 are analysed in more detail below.  
 
              Table: 6.6. 7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHRIXVLQJPHWDODQJXDJH 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Knowing the meaning of metalanguage terminology  
The analysis of the data demonstrates that four teachers, Manal, Kalied, Tariq 
and Sami, were not aware of the term metalanguage. It is interesting that these 
teachers were categorized as more experienced teachers (see table 5.1), and 
therefore would be expected to be more likely to know it. Manal, for example said 
WKDW ³, KDGQHYHU KHDUG WKLV ZRUG EHIRUH WRGD\´ 2Q WKH RWKHUKDQG IRXU RWKHU
teachers, Lila, Elham, Karima, and Omar were aware of the term. These 
teachers were categorized as less experienced teachers. These findings are 
unexpected, but the reason could be that the term metalanguage itself is a 
modern term and more experienced teachers had not been exposed to it before, 
whereas those who were less experienced had. This lack of knowledge led to 
GHILFLHQFLHV LQ WKH WHDFKHUV¶ SUDFWLFH in teaching grammar. In other words, the 
fact that teachers did not know the term metalanguage was assumed to be as a 
result of a gap in their professional knowledge and development as teachers.  
 
 
Theme 
 
7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHRIXVLQJPHWDODQJXDJH 
 
1 Knowing the meaning of metalanguage 
2 Awareness of the importance of teaching metalanguage 
3 7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHDERXWXVLQJPHWDODQJXDJH deductively and 
inductively 
4 Rationales of using metalalanguage and of their ways of teaching it 
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Awareness of the importance of metalanguage 
The data obtained from the interviews revealed that all of the teachers agreed 
that students would understand grammar better if they learned grammatical 
terminology. These teachers assumed that they understood the importance of 
teaching grammatical terms to students even though they may have used 
different words, but conveyed the same meaning when talking about 
metalanguage or grammatical terminology. In her interview, Manal, for example, 
said that:  
 
                       teaching grammatical terminology is important because learners need to 
know the parts of speech and the form of English sentences if they are to 
build something similar when they are writing or speaking. 
 
It seems that this teacher was aware of how teaching metalanguage or 
grammatical terminology to students is important. This indicated that she would 
OLNHWRGRWKLVLQKHUFODVVHVDVWKHEDVLVRIWHDFKLQJ(QJOLVKJUDPPDU7HDFKHUV¶
awareness of metalanguage and knowing how to teach it in different ways may 
lead students to understand grammar in a better way because they know how to 
deal with grammatical aspects in different situations.  
 
          7HDFKHUV¶ NQRZOHGJH DERXW WHDFKLQJ PHWDODQJXDJH deductively and 
inductively 
The analysis revealed that the eight teachers interviewed said that they used 
metalanguage in different ways, some of them as an end itself (deductively), and 
others to facilitate learning the language (inductively). Some of these teachers 
said that they focused on teaching grammar in terms of form and function rather 
than meaning, although they knew that grammatical terminology should not be 
taught only as an end in itself. For example, Kalied said that, ³VWXGHQWVDOZD\V
seek more information about which rule this belongs to, or that, and vice versa 
using the terminology to know the diffHUHQFH EHWZHHQ WKH IRUPV´ This teacher 
seemed to have knowledge of how to teach metalanguage deductively. In 
contrast, Karima said that: 
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                        it is perfectly possible to find a word that could be used in different 
situations because students could not use their grammatical knowledge 
unless they were given every opportunity to learn a second language.  
 
The teacher seems aware that students will learn better if they first understand 
grammatical terminology, because by that time they will already have gathered 
enough knowledge of the language to help them understand grammar properly. 
 
Rationales for using metalalanguage and their ways of teaching it 
The data obtained from the teachers revealed that the teachers had different 
views regarding the reasons why they taught metalanguage and why they used 
particular methods. Firstly, the semi-structured interviews revealed that all of the 
teachers agreed that it is essential to teach metalanguage. Elham, for example, 
said that ³VWXGHQWVFRXOGQRWXse the grammatical rules when they speak unless 
WKH\ XQGHUVWRRG WKH PHWDODQJXDJH´ This indicates that this teacher knew that 
teaching grammatical terminology inductively is the best way to enable learners 
to use the language. 
 
Secondly, the findings regarGLQJ WHDFKHUV¶ UHVSRQVHV WR WKH TXHVWLRQ ³ZK\ GR
you teach metalanguage in the way you GR"´ revealed several reasons for 
teaching new grammatical terminology in the ways that they did. According to the 
WHDFKHUV¶UHVSRQVHVthese reasons were related to the lack of school facilities or 
training sessions and delicacies in school management. Lila, Omar, Karima, and 
Kalied complained about the lack of facilities. For example, Omar said that ³,
need some grammar books with a guide and need to watch videos or TV learning 
SURJUDPPH WRKHOSPH WR WHDFKPHWDODQJXDJH LQ WKH ULJKWZD\´ This indicates 
that the teacher was not satisfied with his method of teaching.  
 
The findings also revealed that all of the teachers suffered from a lack of training. 
For example, Lila VDLG WKDW ³it is necessary for teachers to undertake training 
sessions to find out how to deal with new syllabi and achieve the objective of 
HQVXULQJVWXGHQW FRPPXQLFDWLYH FRPSHWHQFH´ This teacher seemed convinced 
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that teachers would never be able to teach properly grammar in general and 
metalanguage in particular without regular training.  
 
Furthermore, Manal, Elham, Tariq, Kalid and Sami complained about 
mismanagement in their schools. Elham, for example was disappointed about 
her head teachers and inspHFWRUV¶ EHKDYLRurs when they excluded staff from 
training sessions. She said that: 
                       I have been excluded as they told us the training sessions were only for 
the weaker teachers. This decision created a problem for those teachers 
who were nominated for training, because the head made a list of their 
names and put that list on the notice board. This indicated that the 
named teachers were weak and not able to teach properly.  
 
This shows an obvious disagreement between Elham as a teacher and her 
school management. It confirms that the teachers in her school suffered from bad 
decisions made by the head of the school. This issue was also raised by Kalid, 
who had encountered similar problems, and he said, ³The head has no idea 
about English aVDVXEMHFWQRUZKDWWHDFKHUVRI(QJOLVKLQWKHVFKRROUHTXLUH´ 
 
In summary, the findings demonstrate that all of the teachers had knowledge of 
teaching metalanguage or grammatical terms, but as individuals their knowledge 
and attitudes varied somewhat. Most of the teachers said that they started with 
the form, and then went through the functions. In this case it would be difficult for 
students to reach the meaning by themselves, which might be possible only if it 
was explained by teachers in the lesson. Teachers used metalanguage because 
they were aware of its importance in teaching grammar. They also stated several 
reasons why they taught it in the way that they did.  
 
         6.2.2.3. The relationship between teachers¶ practice and their knowledge 
about using metalanguage 
The analysis of the data revealed different relationships of congruence and 
incongruence between what teachers actually did during the teaching of 
metalanguage and what they stated they knew about it. These findings are 
shown in the following table 6.7.  
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             Table: 6.7. The relationships between teachers practice and their knowledge 
about using metalanguage 
 
 
 
 
            
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Relationship Teachers 
N ; Congruence  Incongruence (x) Manal Kalid Tariq Sami Lila Elham Karima Omar 
1 
  Teacher did not know the meaning of the term  
   metalanguage, and taught it  
x x x x - - - - 
2 
  Teacher knew the meaning of the term  
   metalanguage, and taught it 
- - - - 9 9 9  9 
3 
  Teacher introduced grammar forms in advance 
   and knew about their importance 
- - - - 9 9 9  9 
4 
  Teacher did not introduce grammar forms in 
  advance and knew about their importance 
x x x x - - - - 
5 
  Teacher focused on both form and usage  
   together and knew about their importance 
9  - 9 9 - - - - 
6 
  Teacher did not focus on both form and usage  
  together and knew about their importance 
- x - - x x x x 
7 
  Teacher explained the order of sentences in an 
   inductive way and knew about its importance 
9  9 9 9 - 9 - - 
8 
  Teacher did not explain the order of sentences in an 
   inductive way and knew about its importance 
- - - - x - x x 
9 
  Teacher presented grammatical forms in order to 
    create new ones, and knew about it 
- - - - 9 - 9  - 
10 
  Teacher did not present grammatical forms in 
  order to create new ones, and knew about it 
x x x x - x - x 
11 
  Teacher used grammatical terms to describe a  
   process, and knew about it 
- - 9  - - - - - 
12 
  Teacher did not use grammatical terms to  
  describe a process, and did not know about it 
9  9  - 9  9 9  9  9  
175 
 
           Teacher did not know the meaning of the term metalanguage, and taught it 
The findings obtained from classroom observation and semi-structured interviews 
showed incongruence between how some teachers taught grammatical 
terminology and what they knew about teaching it. These teachers were Manal, 
Kalied, Tariq and Sami, who were categorized as more experienced teachers 
(see table 5.1). It was interesting that none of the experienced teachers were 
aware of the meaning of the word metalanguage, although they already used 
grammatical terminology in one way or another in their teaching. This indicates 
that these teachers were not up to date with grammatical terms. 
 
Teacher knew the meaning of the term metalanguage, and taught it 
The data also revealed that there was congruence between Lila, Karima, Elham 
DQG 2PDU¶V SUDFWLFH DQG WKHLU NQRZOHGJH UHJDUGLQJ WHDFKLQJ JUDPPatical 
terminology. These teachers were aware of the meaning of the word 
metalanguage and they taught it, although they were categorized as less 
experienced teachers (see table 5.1). This indicates that these teachers were up 
to date with grammatical terms. 
 
         Teacher introduced grammar forms in advance and knew about their 
importance  
7KHUHZDVVRPHDSSDUHQWFRQJUXHQFHEHWZHHQWKHWHDFKHUV¶SUactice and their 
knowledge about teaching metalanguage in lessons, especially in the data 
obtained from Elham, Karima, Omar and Lila. These teachers were observed to 
introduce grammar forms first. They gave several reasons as to why they 
adopted this mode of teaching, although they were also aware that there are 
other ways which are much better than the ones they applied. Omar said that 
³the head of school does not pay attention to the teachers' motivation and 
whether they like teaching grammar or not. Teachers must teach whatever the 
KHDGDVNVWKHPWR´This confirms that the teacher was unhappy with his school 
management because he was forced by the head of the school to teach grammar 
even though he was not interested in it. This indicates that Omar did not like 
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teaching English grammar because he assumed he did not have enough 
knowledge to help him apply what he knew about teaching grammar forms. Such 
D VLWXDWLRQ PD\ KDYH D QHJDWLYH LPSDFW RQ WKH WHDFKHU¶V SUDFWLFH LQ WHDFKLQJ
metalanguage. More to the poiQW/LODFRPSODLQHGDERXWWKHVFKRRO¶VDGPLVVLRQ
SROLF\ZKHQVKHVDLGWKDW³students are admitted because this is the only school 
QHDUE\QRWEHFDXVHVWXGHQWVKDYHDQ\SDUWLFXODUGHVLUHWRVWXG\(QJOLVK´ This 
causes a major problem for teachers who must deal with very weak students 
which makes their job very difficult. Different levels of English in the same class 
may confuse and hinder the teachers from doing their best when they teach 
grammar. 
 
         Teacher did not introduce grammar forms in advance and knew about their 
importance 
The process of examining the findings obtained from classroom observations and 
semi-structured interviews revealed incongruence between the WHDFKHUV¶SUDFWLFH
and their knowledge about the ways to teach metalanguage. Manal, Tariq, Kalied 
and Sami did not introduce grammar forms first when they were observed. In 
their interviews they all agreed that introducing grammar forms first is not useful 
ZD\ IRU VWXGHQWV )RU H[DPSOH 6DPL VDLG ³I presented the grammar forms 
before to students but I found that they understood them but they were unable to 
use them´. This indicates that this teacher was aware of the importance of 
teaching metalanguage inductively.  
 
         Teacher focused on both form and meaning together and knew about its 
importance 
According to the analysis of the data, the teachers Manal, Tariq and Sami were 
the only teachers who were observed to teach metalanguage inductively, and 
during the interviews they expressed their knowledge about its importance.  
CongruencH ZDV WKXV VKRZQ EHWZHHQ WKHVH WHDFKHUV¶ SUDFWLFH DQG WKHLU
knowledge about teaching metalanguage in this way.  This was confirmed by 
7DULT³I teach my students the elements of grammar such as nouns, pronouns, 
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adjectives and so on in different ways because I want them to build their 
knowledge of the grammatical system and to be able to use that framework when 
they wish to use such terms in different situations. It is apparent that this teacher 
was trying to say that focusing on both form and meaning will help students to 
use the language itself, or at least to guide them in understanding the rule. 
 
         Teacher did not focus on both form and usage together and knew about its 
importance 
There was incongruence between practice and knowledge about connecting both 
form and usage together, particularly in data collected from Elham, Karima, Omar 
and Lila. These teachers were observed to focus only on form (teaching 
deductively), but in their interviews they expressed their knowledge about the 
importance of usage too. In her contribution, Lila said: Teaching grammar 
through form and structure and meaning in the same time much better than 
focusing only on form because they all completed each other´.  
 
         Teacher explained the order of sentences in an inductive way and knew 
about its importance 
The data revealed that there was congruence between Manal, Kalied, Tariq, 
6DPL DQG (OKDP¶V SUDFWLFH DQG WKHLU NQRZOHGJH DERXW WHDFKLQJ PHWDODQJXDJH
through explaining sentence order. These teachers were observed to explain the 
order of sentences in their classes and they stated that they knew the importance 
RI WKLV7KLV LVDSSDUHQW LQ(OKDP¶VZRUGV ³, WHDFKVWXGHQWV WR NQRZKRZ WKH\
XQGHUVWDQGWKHVHQWHQFHV¶RUGHUWRKHOSWKHPWRLGHQWLI\WKHGLIIHUHQFHEHWZHHQ
the grammatical terms and to enable them to apply these forms when necessary 
LQFRQWH[W´ This indicates that this teacher can be assumed to have knowledge 
about teaching metalanguage in different ways, when she said that such that 
knowledge helps students to understand the structure of the language and grasp 
its meaning properly.  
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          Teacher did not explain the order of sentences in an inductive way and 
knew about its importance 
The findings show that three teachers, Lila, Omar, and Karima, were not 
observed to explain the order of sentences in their classes although they all said 
that they knew about it. This indicates that there was incongruence between their 
SUDFWLFHDQGNQRZOHGJHUHJDUGLQJWKLVWHFKQLTXHRIWHDFKLQJ2PDU¶VUHDVRQZDV
clear when he said: ³,WLVGLIILFXOWIRUVWXGHQWVWRIROORZVRPHLQGXFWLYHDFWLYLWLHVLQ
the textbook which forced me to change my teaching method to be more 
deductive´. It was apparent that this teacher did his utmost to be more inductive 
with students but that he assumed he had failed.   
 
           Teacher presented grammatical forms in order to create new ones, and 
knew about it 
The findings gained from the classroom observation and semi-structured 
LQWHUYLHZVLQGLFDWHGFRQJUXHQFHEHWZHHQWZRRIWKHWHDFKHUV¶SUDFWLFHDnd their 
knowledge about adopting these kinds of teaching strategies. These teachers 
were Lila and Karima. Lila, for instance, said that ³LW LV GLIILFXOW IRU VWXGHQWV WR
learn a language without knowing how to produce new grammatical terms from 
ROGRQHV´This indicated that students cannot use the language correctly unless 
they know how to create new language from existing grammatical knowledge. It 
is apparent also that Lila was trying to say that this strategy of teaching 
grammatical terminology will help learners to use the language itself in one way 
or another, or at least guide them to understand the rules. 
 
          Teacher did not present grammatical forms in order to create new ones, 
and knew about it 
The analysis of data show that there was incongruence between Manal, Tariq, 
.DOLHG 6DPL 2PDU DQG (OKDP¶V SUDFWLFH DQG WKHLU NQRZOHGJH DERXW WHDFKLQJ
grammatical forms in order to create new ones. These teachers were categorized 
as among both more and less experienced teachers (see table 5.1). They were 
not observed to teach grammatical forms in order to create new terms in their 
classes, although they said in their interviews that they knew about this technique 
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of teaching metalanguage. They all had similar reasons, Omar for instance, said 
that, ³, GLG not teach students such this activity because students will get 
confuses between the similar grammar forms´. 7KHWHDFKHU¶VMXVWLILFDWLRQZDVQRW
assumed to be objective because it is difficult to generalize about a lack of 
understanding among all students.  
 
Teacher used grammatical terms to describe a process, and knew about it 
The findings revealed that only Tariq used grammatical forms to describe 
processes in his classes, and in the interview he stated that he knew about this. 
This indicated that there was congruence between his practice and knowledge 
about using such inductive activities to teach metalanguage. This can be 
FRQILUPHG E\ 7DULT¶V FRQWULEXWLRQ ³, FUHDWH QHZ DFWLYLWLHV VXFK DV GHVFULELQJ D
process in order to help students to understand how to practise and use the 
grammatical terms´. 7KH WHDFKHU¶V DLP ZDV WR FUHDWH VLWXDWLRQV WKURXJK ZKLFK
grammatical rules can be contextualized to help students to be able to use them 
in similar situations outside the classroom. 
 
         Teacher did not use grammatical terms to describe a process, and did not 
know about it 
There was congruence between practice and knowledge regarding teaching 
grammatical terms through describing a process in Manal, Sami, Kalied, Lila, 
Elham, Omar and Karima. These teachers did not use this technique of teaching 
in their classes when they were observed, and they all expressed in their 
interviews that they had no idea about it.  For example, Karima said that, ³,GR
not know how to teach grammatical terms through describing process technique 
EXW , NQRZKRZ WR XVH RWKHU WHDFKLQJ WHFKQLTXHV´ This teacher seemed to be 
unaware of the possibility of creating activities which would lead students to use 
grammar forms in different situations.  
 
To sum up, the analysis of the data revealed twelve types of relationship 
EHWZHHQWHDFKHUV¶SUDFWLFHDQGNQRZOHGJHUHJDUGLQJWHDFKLQJPHWDODQJXDJHRU
grammatical terminology. These relationships were significant for different 
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reasons with several kinds of incongruence and congruence being apparent (see 
table 6.7).  
 
         6.2.3. ,VVXH7KUHH7HDFKHUV¶8VHDQG.QRZOHGJHRI Error Correction and 
their Relationship 
The analysis in this section focuses on the three aspects of the treatment of 
VWXGHQW JUDPPDWLFDO HUURUV WKH WHDFKHUV¶ SUDFWLFH WKHLU knowledge and the 
relationship between them. The themes found in the data from the classroom 
observation and semi-structured interviews are presented in tables 6.8-6.9. In 
order to enhance the presentation of the analysis, examples and quotations from 
the data are provided.  
 
6.2.3.1. Teachers¶ use of error correction 
The analysis of data yields two main sets of findings. These findings were gained 
after merging the revised categories which were developed by discarding 
repeated ones and merging related ones. This produced two main categories. 
7KHILUVW LVFDOOHG µ+RZ WHDFKHUVFRUUHFWVWXGHQWV¶JUDPPDWLFDOHUURUV¶ZKLOH WKH
RWKHU LVVXPPDULVHGDV µ$WZKDW WLPH WHDFKHUVFRUUHFWHGVWXGHQWV¶JUDPPDWLFDO
HUURUV¶%RWKFDWHJRULHVZHUHJURXSHGXQGHU WKHPDMRU WKHPH which was called 
µHUURUFRUUHFWLRQWHFKQLTXHV¶. These findings are analysed in more detail below. 
    Table: 6. 8. Teachers¶ use of grammatical error correction 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Issue Teachers  error correction techniques 
1 Using direct correction immediately 
2 Correcting errors while students were speaking  
3 Giving students the opportunity to think 
4 Correcting errors after students had finished speaking 
5 Giving chances to choose the correct answer 
6 Giving a chance for peer-correction 
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Using direct correction 
The analysis of the data revealed that all of the teachers in one way or another 
employed the technique of the direct correction of grammar errors in their classes. It 
was most widespread among teachers in different schools, although used at different 
frequencies depending on the nature of the activities. This may not allow the 
students to think about the right answer. The extract below which was taken from 
2PDU¶VFODVVUHIOHFWVWKLVILQGLQJ 
T:   Who can tell us the correct verb of the sentence one when we change the 
whole sentence into passive? 
SS:   I teacher, I teacher 
T:    Yes Sami 
6WKHYHUEµXVH¶ZLOOFKDQJHLQWRµXVHV¶ 
71RWKHULJKWDQVZHULVµXVHG¶ 
T:   Now Libna, can you tell us the correct answer of the verb in the sentence two? 
/LEQDFKDQJHGWKHYHUEµLQYHQW¶WRµLQYHQWLQJ¶ 
77KDWLVZURQJWKHFRUUHFWDQVZHULVµKDVLQYHQWHG¶$IWHUWKDW 
T:  Who can change the verb in example three? 
 A male student said:  Yes, I can.   
T:   Ok 
67KHFRUUHFWDQVZHULVµKDVVHQW¶DQGQRWµVHQG¶ 
T:   Well done, that is right. Thank you, Ashraf.   
 
The teacher was seen to correct the student(s) directly by himself without waiting 
for their self or peer-correction, as can be seen in line eleven. The teacher here did 
not offer students solutions or at least give them the chance to think more about 
what the right answer is. This indicated that the teacher aimed to teach grammar 
deductively.  
 
Correcting errors while students were speaking  
During the classes researched, the teachers were observed to correct their 
VWXGHQWV¶JUDPPDUHUURUVZKLOHWKHVWXGHQWVZHUHVSHDNLQJ7KH\DOOLQWHUUXSWHG
students when they heard grammar errors. This occurred at different frequencies. 
Manal, Tariq, Sami and Elham used this technique of correction less than 
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.DULPD2PDU.DOLHGDQG/LOD7KLVZDVVKRZQ LQ.DULPD¶VSUDFWLFHDV LQ WKH
extract below.  
 
72NOHWXVVWDUWZLWKWKLVJURXSDVJURXSRQH$OLDQG.DPHORQHLVµ$¶DQGRQH
LVµ%¶ 
$OL,¶PORRNLQJIRUZDUGWRQH[WZHHNHQG 
Kamel:  Do you? Why? 
76WRSWKDWLWLVQRWFRUUHFW7KHFRUUHFWDQVZHULV³$UH\RX¶"QRWµGR\RX¶"1RZ,
want you to do the dialogue very fast without interruption as a real dialogue 
between two people. 
$OLZH¶UHKDYLQJSLFQLFRQWKHEHDFK 
Kamel:   that will be a great. 
Ali:   yes, it will. 
T:   Ok much better now thanks. 
 
Line five in the extract above shows how the teacher interrupted students during 
the activity, which may panic them. This led to the deductive teaching of 
grammar. The teacher did not consider the VWXGHQW¶VHPRWLRQs when she stopped 
the student, which may not encourage the students to interact freely. Correcting 
grammatical errors immediately also did not give the student any chance to self-
correct.  
 
Giving students the opportunity to think  
In ManDO7DULT6DPLDQG(OKDP¶VFODVVHVSURYLGLQJVWXGHQWVZLWKRSSRUWXQLWLHV
to think about an error and then produce the right answer was observed. Most of 
these teachers were categorized as among the more experienced teachers (see 
table 5.1). This technique led to more classroom participation (teaching grammar 
inductively). As an example, Sami gave a student a chance to check the answer 
given, as shown in the extract below.   
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S:  The first picture of a helicopter was drew [sic] by Leonardo da Vinci.  
T:   think more about your answer and said do you have another answer? 
S:   No. 
T:   I am sorry your answer is wrong. Who can correct the verb? He chose another 
student to give the correct answer.  
67KHYHUEµGUHZ¶VKRXOGEHFKDQJHGWRµGUDZQ¶WRPDNHWhe sentence correct.  
77KDW¶VULJKWWKDQNV 
 
The teacher was seen to encourage students to think about the right answer 
which is assumed to be EHQHILFLDOIRUWKHP7KLVLQGLFDWHGWKDWWKHWHDFKHU¶VDLP
was not to give feedback to the students about their answers straightaway, but to 
give an opportunity for them to make sure of their answers. The teacher seemed 
polite and more flexible with students, which may help them to participate more in 
other grammar activities.  
 
Correcting errors after students had finished speaking  
Throughout the classroom observations the teachers were observed to correct 
VWXGHQWV¶ JUDPPDWLFDO HUURUV DIWHU WKH FRQYHUVDWLRQ GHSHQGLQJ RQ WKH DFWLYLW\
LQYROYHG7KLVZDVREVHUYHGLQ7DULT0DQDODQG6DPL¶VFODVVHV7KHWHDFKHUV
were assumed to be aiming to encourage students to be more motivated and to 
increase their self-confidence. This finding can be seen in Tariq¶V practice as 
follows. 
 
 
Conversation three 
/LEQD,KRSH\RX¶UHIHHOLQJEHWWHUE\QH[WZHHNHQG 
Khadeja:   Why? What is happening?  
Libna:   Some of us are going for a Wadi trip. 
.KDGHMD-XVWP\OXFN,H[SHFW,¶OOVWLOOKDYHDFROG 
/LEQD2N\RXDUHQ¶WEHVXFKDSHVVLPLVW 
T:   Libna can you repeat the last sentence? 
/LEQD2N\RXDUHQ¶WEHVXFKDSHVVLPist! 
T:   Do you think that is correct? 
Libna:   Yes, teacher. 
71RLWLVQRWEHFDXVHWKHFRUUHFWVHQWHQFHLVµ'RQ¶WEHVXFKDSHVVLPLVW¶ 
SS:   Ok teacher. 
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The teacher here apparently acted as a guide, because he did not interrupt the 
students when they were VSHDNLQJ7KLVFRQILUPVWKDWWKHWHDFKHU¶VDLPZDVQRW
only to correct oral grammatical errors, but to also allow students to feel more 
free when they were speaking (teaching grammar inductively). This technique 
may also lead students to have positive expectations about learning English 
grammar because they were engaged in dialogue as they would be in normal 
conversation.   
 
Giving chances to choose the correct answer 
The analysis of the data revealed that Tariq, Sami and Elham were observed to 
provide students with additional responses as a technique to correct their 
grammatical errors. This led to helping students to think about and choose the 
ULJKWDQVZHU$FRQFUHWHH[DPSOHRIWKLVFDQEHIRXQGLQ(OKDP¶VSUDFWLFHZKHQ
she asked students quesWLRQV DERXW VRPHRQH¶V H[SHULHQFH XVLQJ WKH SHUIHFW
passive. She wrote the following sentence on the board: 
 
3HWHU¶VELNHZDVVWROHQ\HVWHUGD\ 
 your / bike / ever / steal? 
  -------------------------------------------- 
T:    Ahmed, can you answer this? 
S:   I am not sure teacher. 
T:   Ok, just try. 
6VDLG³+DYH\RXUELNHHYHUEHHQVWROHQ"´ 
7³+DYH\RXUELNHHYHUEHHQVWROHQ"´2U³+DV\RXUELNHHYHUEHHQ 
VWROHQ"´&KRRVHRQHDQVZHUSOHDVH" 
6³+DV\RXUELNHHYHUEHHQVWROHQ"6RUU\´ 
7³\HVQRZLWLVFRUUHFWQRZWKDQNVVLWGRZQ´ 
 
The extract above shows that the teacher seemed to be aiming to help the 
students to find the correct answer more easily and to encourage them to 
participate in other activities. By employing this technique of correcting VWXGHQWV¶
grammatical errors, the students may become more comfortable and motivated. 
This also led to reducing negative impressions among students about learning 
grammar. 
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Giving a chance for peer-correction 
The data analysis revealed that giving the chance to classmates to correct 
JUDPPDWLFDO HUURUV ZDV UDUHO\ REVHUYHG LQ WKHVH WHDFKHUV¶ FODVVHV 7KLV
WHFKQLTXHRIWHDFKLQJZDVVHHQRQO\LQ6DPLDQG7DULT¶VSUDFWLFH7KHLUDLPZDV
assumed to be to engage the whole class in error correction and to encourage 
students to follow what was going on in the class during the grammar activities. 
Tariq, for instance, asked students to write three sentences in the future tense 
and then he asked each pair of students to swap their papers and find errors. 
After about three minutes the teacher asked the two students who were sitting at 
the first desk to go to the board. Then he asked them to say what errors they had 
found. 7KLV PLJKW FKDQJH VWXGHQWV¶ WUDGLWLRQDO SHUFHSWLRQs that the teacher is 
always the one who is corrects. From the use of this technique students might feel 
more comfortable when they ask their teacher or each other rather than admitting 
errors in front of the class.  
 
7R VXP XS WKH WHDFKHUV DGRSWHG GLIIHUHQW WHFKQLTXHV LQ FRUUHFWLQJ VWXGHQWV¶
grammatical errors, and these were used at different times depending on their 
methods of teaching (deductive or inductive). The teachers who used deductive 
SUDFWLFHFRUUHFWHGVWXGHQWV¶JUDPPDWLFDOHUURUVLPPHGLDWHO\DQGGLGQRWRIIHUDQ\
solution or choice to help their students, while the teachers who used inductive 
methods corrected after students had finished speaking, giving extra choices and 
giving a chance for peer-correction. 
 
6.2.3.7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHRIFRUUHFWLQJVWXGHQWV¶JUDPPDWLFDOHUURUV 
The findings obtained from the interviews revealed that the teachers in this study 
KDGGLIIHUHQWNLQGVRINQRZOHGJHDERXWGHDOLQJZLWKVWXGHQWV¶JUDPPDWLFDOHUURUV
Their interview responses were coded, revised and refined to produce the main 
categories. Six themes resulted, as presented in table 6.9.  
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Table: 6.9. 7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHRI FRUUHFWLQJVWXGHQWV¶JUDPPDWLFDOHUURUV 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHDERXW using direct correction 
The analysis of the data showed that all the teachers were aware of the 
importance of the use of direct correction. They all knew that using this kind of 
correction may not help students to learn grammar well. The teachers knew that 
WKLV WHFKQLTXHRIFRUUHFWLRQZDVDVVXPHGWRKDYHQHJDWLYHHIIHFWVRQVWXGHQWV¶
achievements.  For example, in response to the question of what he knew about 
using direct correction during teaching English grammar, Omar said, 
                        ,DOZD\VFRUUHFWVWXGHQWV¶JUDPPDWLFDOHUURUVLPPHGLDWHO\WRsave time, 
although I know it is not beneficial for them but students sometimes 
cannot correct their grammatical errors by themselves. I am sure some 
students could not grasp my hints or options of answers even if I gave 
them more time to think about the right answer.  
The teacher assumed that he knew what to do in the class although his 
justification for using this technique was his VWXGHQWV¶ low level of English. This 
does not mean, however, that the main reason was the students themselves. 
The teacher himself might be part of the problem, because he could at least try to 
give more explanation of errors to make it possible for students to know how to 
correct the error more easily by themselves. 
 
 
Theme 7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHRI FRUUHFWLQJVWXGHQWV¶JUDPPDWLFDOHUURUV 
1 
 7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHDERXW using direct correction 
2 
 7HDFKHUV¶NQRZledge about offering students another solution to their error 
3 
 7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHDERXWFRUUHFWLQJVWXGHQWV¶JUDPPDUHUURUVZKLOHWKH\
were speaking  
4 
 7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHDERXWFRUUHFWLQJVWXGHQWV¶JUDPPDUHUURUVDIWHU
speaking 
5 
 7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGge about giving the chance for peer-correction 
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7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHDERXW offering students another solution to their error 
Throughout the interviews the teachers expressed similar attitudes towards 
providing students with possible solutions from which to choose the correct 
answer. According to the data, all of the teachers knew that this kind of technique 
was helpful and useful for students. Their knowledge about employing this 
technique was that it was aimed to help students to think more carefully about 
WKHULJKWDQVZHU)RUH[DPSOH6DPLVDLGWKDW³during my explanations of some 
activities I sometimes provide the students with options to correct their 
JUDPPDWLFDOHUURUVEHFDXVH,IRXQGLWZRUNVZLWKPRVWRIWKHVWXGHQWV´  
 
         7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHDERXW FRUUHFWLQJVWXGHQWV¶JUDPPDUHUURUVZKLOHWKH\
were speaking  
The analysis of data revealed two different findings here. Firstly, all the teachers 
were aware of the significance of correcting grammatical errors while students 
were speaking, although three teachers, Manal, Tariq and Sami, added that they 
did not use this technique in their classes. Secondly, five teachers, Kalid, Lila, 
Elham, Karima and Omar, said that they knew about and used this method in 
their classes. For instance, Lila said that ³,XVH WKLVNLQG WKH ILUVWEHLQJRUDORU
spoken correction because it is important to correct all the grammatical errors in 
VWXGHQWV¶VSHHFKWRNQRZZKHWKHUWKHVWXGHQWVXQGHUVWRRGWKHUXOHRUQRW´ This 
suggests that the teacher used the deductive method of teaching English 
grammar. 
         7HDFKHUV¶ NQRZOHGJH DERXW FRUUHFWLQJ VWXGHQWV¶ JUDPPDU HUURUV DIWHU
speaking  
The analysis shows that there were two patterns among the teachers. Manal, 
Tariq, Sami, Lila, Elham and KaliHG KDG NQRZOHGJH DERXW FRUUHFWLQJ VWXGHQWV¶
grammar errors after speaking activities. For example, Tariq said that ³, NQRZ
DERXWLWDQG,XVXDOO\FRUUHFWWKHVWXGHQWV¶HUURUVDIWHUHDFKDFWLYLW\EHFDXVH,GR
QRWOLNHWRLQWHUUXSWWKHP´This suggests that this WHDFKHUFRUUHFWHGWKHVWXGHQWV¶
grammar errors only when they failed to correct themselves. He seemed satisfied 
that it is important for students to be given the right answers at the end of the 
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activities. Conversely Omar and Karima did not have knowledge of how to use 
this technique, although they were aware of its importance. Omar, for example, 
VDLGWKDW³I heard about it before but I could not apply it in my class because it is 
GLIILFXOWWRPDQDJHLWXQOHVVWRILQGWKHULJKWFRQWH[W´  
 
7HDFKHUV¶NQowledge about giving the chance for peer-correction 
According to the analysis of the data all the teachers were found to know about 
giving a chance for peer-correction. They also said that they employed it in their 
classes. This technique of error correction is assumed to make students more 
independent, which may increase their self-confidence. For example, Sami said 
WKDW³I ask students to correct whatever was wrong. If they continue to make the 
same mistakes then I ask them to do more practice through peer-correct. I use a 
variety of different exercises to increase their understanding of the grammar 
UXOHV´The teacher apparently wanted to help students to use grammar correctly 
and to be able to understand how grammar works. In this case, the teacher gave 
a chance for students to correct their grammatical errors by themselves, which is 
assumed to be really useful.  
 
,QVXPPDU\WKHILQGLQJVDERYHUHYHDOHGWKDWDOORIWKHWHDFKHUV¶VWDWHGWKDWWKH\
knew the importance of correcting grammatical errors although they had different 
reasons.  These findings allow us to know more about how and why the teachers 
FRUUHFW VWXGHQWV¶ JUDPPDWLFDO HUURUV LQ RUGHU WR HYDOXDWH WKHLU SUDFWLFH DQG
knowledge in teaching English grammar. 
 
         6.2.3.3. The relationships betwHHQWHDFKHUV¶SUDFWLFHDQGNQRZOHGJHDERXW
FRUUHFWLQJVWXGHQWV¶JUDPPDWLFDOHUURUV 
The findings gained from the twenty-four classroom observation sessions and 
eight semi-structured interviews revealed various relationships between the 
WHDFKHUV¶ SUDFWLFH DQd their knowledge regarding the treatment RI VWXGHQWV¶
grammar errors.  These are analysed in the order shown in table 6.10.  
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          Table: 6. 10 7KH UHODWLRQVKLSV EHWZHHQ WHDFKHUV¶ SUDFWLFH DQG NQRZOHGJH
DERXWFRUUHFWLQJVWXGHQWV¶JUDPPDWLFDOHUURUV 
 
 
Teacher used direct correction and knew about it 
The findings obtained from the classroom observations and semi-structured 
LQWHUYLHZV LQGLFDWHG FRQJUXHQFH EHWZHHQ KRZ WHDFKHUV WUHDWHG WKHLU VWXGHQWV¶
grammatical errors and what they knew about it. For example, during the 
classroom observation, Lila restricted herself to direct correction and later 
H[SUHVVHG VWURQJ DZDUHQHVV RI KRZ DQG ZKHQ WR FRUUHFW VWXGHQWV¶ HUURUV
WKURXJKRXW WKH LQWHUYLHZ7KLVFDQEHFRQILUPHGE\KHUFRQWULEXWLRQ ³although I 
NQRZ DERXW WKH DGYDQWDJH DQG GLVDGYDQWDJH RI FRUUHFWLQJ VWXGHQWV¶ HUURUV
directly but I always use LW´ Teachers who employed these activities tended to 
Relationship Teachers 
N ; Congruence Incongruence (x) Manal Kalid Tariq Sami Lila Elham Karima Omar 
1 
Teacher used direct correction and knew about it 9  9 9 9 9 9 9  9 
2 
  Teacher corrected errors while students were  
  speaking and was aware of it 
- 9  - - 9 - 9  9 
3 
  Teacher knew about correcting errors while students 
  Were speaking and did not do it 
x - x x - x - - 
4 
  Teacher corrected errors after students had finished  
  speaking and was aware of it 
9  - 9  9  - - - - 
5 Teacher knew about correcting errors after speaking and 
did not do it 
- x - - x x x x 
6 
  Teacher gave choices to choose the correct 
   answer and knew about it 
- - 9 9 - 9 - - 
7 
  Teacher knew about giving choices to 
   choose the correct answer and did not apply it 
x x - - x - x x 
8 
  Teacher gave the chance for peer-correction  
  and knew about it 
9 - 9  9 9 - - - - 
9 
  Teacher did not give the chance for  peer- 
  correction and knew about it 
- - - - x x x x 
190 
 
engage students in classrooms activities by adopting deductive methods of 
teaching.  
 
Teacher corrected errors while students were speaking and was aware of it 
There was also apparent congruence between WHDFKHUV¶ SUDFWLFH DQG WKHLU
knowledge about correcting errors while students were speaking. The teachers 
/LOD 2PDU .DOLHG DQG .DULPD ZHUH REVHUYHG WR FRUUHFW WKHLU VWXGHQW¶V HUURUV
during speaking. However, in their interviews they demonstrated that they were 
aware of their use of this technique of correction. This was confirmed by Omar: ³,
NQRZ FRUUHFWLQJ VWXGHQWV¶ JUDPPDWLFDO HUURUV ZKLOH WKH\ VSHDN PD\ FRQIXVH
them but it is useful. Therefore, I use it in my classes´. It is apparent that this 
teacher understood the advantages and disadvantages of using this technique of 
teaching.  
 
        Teacher knew about correcting errors while students were speaking and 
did not do it 
It noteworthy that, although Manal, Tariq, Sami and Elham considered correcting 
grammatical errors in general as a necessary step towards the effective use of 
grammar, they were agreed that it is not useful to do it while students are 
speaking. This assumption was confirmed when they were observed. None of 
them were noted to correct sWXGHQWV¶JUDPPDUHUURUVZKLOH they were speaking. 
These findings indicate that there was incongruence between what they stated 
WKDWWKH\NQHZDQGZKDWWKH\GLG LQWKHLUFODVVHVUHJDUGLQJFRUUHFWLQJVWXGHQWV¶
grammatical errors while they were speaking. 
 
        Teacher corrected errors after students had finished speaking and was 
aware of it 
As revealed from the classroom observation and semi-structured interviews, 
WKHUH ZDV FRQJUXHQFH EHWZHHQ 0DQDO 7DULT DQG 6DPL¶V SUDFWLFH DQG WKHLU
knowledge regarding correcting errors after speaking. They were observed to 
correct errors after students had finished their speaking activities, and their 
knowledge confirmed that they knew about using this technique of correction. For 
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example, Sami said: ³LW LVQRWJRRG WR Lnterrupt students when they speak, this 
could encourage them not to participate again´. 7KLVLQGLFDWHGWKDWWKHWHDFKHU¶V
practice was guided by his knowledge and assumptions.  
 
Teacher knew about correcting errors after speaking and did not do it 
There waV KRZHYHU LQFRQJUXHQFH EHWZHHQ VRPH WHDFKHUV¶ SUDFWLFH DQG WKHLU
knowledge related to the correction of errors after speaking. Omar, Lila, Kalied, 
Elham and Karima knew about FRUUHFWLQJ VWXGHQWV¶ JUDPPDWLFDO HUURUV DIWHU
speaking but they were not observed to apply their knowledge in their classes. 
These teachers gave several reasons. For example, Omar said: ³I correct 
VWXGHQWV¶ HUURUV LPPHGLDWHO\ LQ RUGHU WR KHOS WKHP WR GR QRW UHSHDW WKH VDPH
errors in future and to inform them why they are wrong otherwise they will not 
know their errors´. This suggests that this teacher was convinced that 
grammatical errors in grammar lessons should be corrected straightaway. He 
DOVR EHOLHYHG VWURQJO\ LQ WKH LPSDFW RI LPPHGLDWH HUURU FRUUHFWLRQ RQ VWXGHQWV¶
grammatical accuracy. 
 
         Teacher gave choices to choose the correct answer and knew about this 
technique 
7KHILQGLQJVVKRZFRQJUXHQFHEHWZHHQWKUHHRIWKHWHDFKHUV¶SUDFWLFHDQGWKHLU
knowledge about providing chances to choose the correct answer. Tariq, Sami 
and Elham were the only teachers who gave students alternatives to choose 
from for the correct answer when they committed grammar errors. In their 
interviews these teachers confirmed that they knew about the method and used it 
in their classes. All of the teachers shared the view that grammatical errors in 
grammar lessons may need to be corrected in different ways. This is evidenced 
E\ 7DULT¶V FRQWULEXWLRQ ³&RUUHFW JUDPPDWLFDO HUURU GHSHQGV RQ WKH REMHFWLYHRI
the lesson. There are some errors related to the teaching content. I do not pay 
PXFKDWWHQWLRQ WRDOO VWXGHQWV¶ JUDPPDWLFDO HUURUVDOWKRXJK , GLG WKDW LQ FHUWDLQ
VLWXDWLRQVZLWKVRPHWLPHVIHZFKRLFHVIRUVWXGHQWWRFKRRVHWKHULJKWDQVZHU´  
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          Teacher knew about giving choices to choose the correct answer and did 
not apply it 
Most of the participants, namely Manal, Omar, Lila, Kalied and Karima, did not 
offer students solutions from which to choose the correct answer. However, 
those teachers stated that they knew about this possibility in their interviews. 
Incongruence between what the teachers did in their classes and what they 
expressed in their interviews about giving choices to choose the correct answer 
was clearly evidenced. These teachers gave various reasons. For example, 
Manal said that ³this technique of correction is very easy. Therefore, I do not like 
it, it wastes time.  If I gave students some choices, that means I told them the 
ULJKW DQVZHU´ Omar, Karima and Lila were in agreement in stating that it is 
difficult to find more than one potential answer to some errors. They added that if 
they adopted this method, students would ask them to do it regularly. These 
teachers were assumed to suffer from a lack of the grammatical knowledge 
QHFHVVDU\WRSURYLGHVWXGHQWVZLWKRSWLRQV.DOLHG¶V reason was slightly different 
when he said that ³giving choices to choose the correct answer will not 
HQFRXUDJHVWXGHQWVWREHLQGHSHQGHQWWKHUHIRUH,DYRLGHGLW´.  
 
Teacher gave a chance for peer-correction and knew about it 
The findings showed that Tariq, Sami, Kalied and Manal gave chances for peer-
correction in their classes, and in the interviews they stated that they knew about 
this. This indicated that there was congruence between their practice and 
knowledge about peer-correction. Sami, for example, said that: ³$OWKRXJK,NQHZ
students did not like being corrected by others but I use this technique of 
correction in my classes because it encourages them to participate, it is like a 
competition´7KHWHDFKHU¶VDLPVHHPHGWREHWRKHOSVWXGHQWVWRSDUWicipate. He 
was also apparently pushing students to transfer their knowledge of grammar 
into practice.  
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           Teacher did not give a chance for peer-correction and knew about it 
Elham, Omar, Lila, and Karima were not observed to give any chance for peer-
correction, however, they expressed in their interviews that they knowledge of 
this technique of error correction. This indicated that there was incongruence 
between their practice and knowledge regarding this. One of these teachers, 
Karima justified herself ZKHQ VKH VDLG WKDW ³this technique will not work with 
students because they were not linguistically competent enough to do peer-
FRUUHFWLRQ´ The teacher seemed to want to say that peer-correction would be 
appropriate only for simple errors or more competent students.  
 
In conclusion, the analysis of data evidenced nine types of relationship in the 
context of the FRUUHFWLRQRIVWXGHQWV¶JUDPPDWLFDOHUURUVFive of the relationships 
indicated congruence between practice and knowledge whereas the other four 
revealed incongruence, as shown in table 6. 10.    
 
It is worth noting here that a distinction might be made between error correction 
and feedback, which will be analysed in next section.  In the literature, there is no 
clear-cut distinction between feedback and error correction. The term feedback 
refers to any information supplied by the teacher concerning the learner¶V 
production of the target language. On the other hand, error correction is seen as 
the hoped-for result of feedback (Long, 1977; Cook, 2001 & Harmer, 2001). 
 
         6.2.4,VVXH)RXU7HDFKHUV¶3UDFWLFHDQG.QRZOHGJHDERXW3URYLGLQJ
Feedback and their Relationship 
This section analyses the data gained from classroom observations and semi-
structured interviews regarding providing students with feedback during the 
WHDFKLQJ RI (QJOLVK JUDPPDU 7KH ILQGLQJV UHODWHG WR WHDFKHUV¶ FODVVURRP
practice and their knowledge are presented in tables 6.11 and 6.12. These 
findings are integrated at the end of the section to determine the relationships 
involved, as shown in table 6.13. A summary of the main findings is also 
provided.   
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6.2.4.1. Providing feedback 
7KHILQGLQJVRIWKHGDWDDQDO\VLVIURPWHDFKHUV¶FODVVURRPSUDFWLFHUHYHDOHGWZR
different types of feedback: positive and negative. The teachers were observed 
to give feedback using similar methods in some situations while they gave it 
differently in other situations. Examples and quotations from the actual data are 
given to support the analysis, and the findings are analysed in more detail below. 
 
                                Table: 6.11. Providing feedback 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Using questions as feedback                 
In a few of the classes observed, the teachers applied similar techniques of using 
feedback. Tariq, Elham and Sami were the only teachers who adopted the use of 
questions as feedback in their classes when students committed errors. They 
were assumed to use this method to allow students to think about words or 
phrases. This is confirmed in the extract from (OKDP¶VFODVVVKRZQ below.          
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Action Providing feedback Action 
1   Using questions as feedback                 
2   Repeating the students' answers 
3   Motivating students to participate 
4   5HMHFWLQJVWXGHQWV¶answers 
5   Punishing students when they made grammatical errors 
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For example: 
  T:  now who can tell me where is the objective in this sentence (Sami breaks the 
window) 
  6µEUHDNV¶LVWKHREMHFWLYH 
  T:   what? 
  6µWKHZLQGRZ¶ 
  7  µWKH ZLQGRZ¶, ok. Now we have to change the whole sentence into passive 
voice. Who can do it? 
  S:  Ali was broken the window. 
  7µwas broken what? 
  6µWKHZLQGRZZDVEURNHQE\$OL¶ 
  T:  Right now is correct 
 
7KH WHDFKHU¶V UHVSRQVHKHUHZDVDVDVLJQ WR WKHVWXGHQW WR LQIRUPKLP WKDWKLV
answer was wrong. This indirect technique seems to be really useful because it 
leads the students to become more involved in the activity and to give the correct 
answer. 7KHWHDFKHULQWKHH[WUDFWDERYHXVHGTXHVWLRQLQJZRUGVVXFKDVµZKDW¶ as 
feedback. Her action was assumed to being aim not only to ask the student a 
question but also to give him a chance to think again about the correct answer. 
 
Repeating the students' answers 
The findings gained from classroom observations showed two different patterns 
founG LQ WKH WHDFKHUV¶VWUDtegies. Three teachers, Tariq, Manal and Sami, were 
observed to repeat the students' answers, whereas the other five teachers, Lila, 
Karima, Elham, Kalied and Omar, were not noted to use this technique of 
feedback. Among the teachers who repeated the students' answers, Tariq used 
this technique regularly, as shown in the extract below.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T:  yes 
S:  number four the boy were not hoppy  
T:  the boy  
S: was not happy happy 
S:  the boy was afraid from tiger in the zoo 
T:   the boy was afraid 
S:  afraid of of 
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The extract above shows that the teacher corrected errors of grammar and word 
PHDQLQJE\UHSHDWLQJ WKHVWXGHQW¶VDQVZHU7KLV LQGLFDWHG WKDW WKLV WHDFKHUQRW
only focused on grammar errors, as in lines two and seven, but also on word 
meaning as in OLQH WZR 7KH WHDFKHU¶V WHFKQLTXH RI HUURU FRUUHFWLRQ VHHPHG WR
present scaffolding which led the students to be more active and encouraged 
them to participate more.      
 
Motivating students to participate 
7KHDQDO\VLVRIWKHWHDFKHUV¶FODVVURRPSUDFWLFH revealed that they used different 
actions in motivating students to participate. Manal, Kalid, Tariq, Sami and Elham 
were observed to pay more attention to students' ability, as well as their interest 
and motivation, compared to Lila, Omar and Karima. The former teachers used 
SUDLVHDVSDUW RI WKHLU IHHGEDFN WKURXJKXWWHUDQFHVVXFKDV µZHOO GRQH¶ µWKDQNV¶
µWKDQN\RX¶µJRRG¶µH[FHOOHQW¶DQGµDOOULJKW¶6WXGHQWVIHOWSURXGZKHQSUDLVHGE\
their teachers, and this seemed to encourage them to be more motivated to learn 
(QJOLVKJUDPPDU7KHIROORZLQJH[WUDFWZDVWDNHQIURP6DPL¶VFODVV 
 
  T: Students look at the board. I want you to change the sentences from present simple  
  tense into present perfect tense. Who can answer number one? 
  SS: I teacher, I teacher  
  T: right you Ali 
  67KHVHQWHQFHµ+HJRHVWR7ULSROLE\FDU¶,WEHFRPHVµ+HKDVJRQHWR7ULSROLE\FDU 
  T: all right thanks it is correct. 
  T: Salem can you change the next sentence? 
  S: yes teacher. The sentence will change to tourists have visited the museum in  
  Subrata   
  T: excellent. Sit down. 
 
7KHH[WUDFWDERYHVKRZV WKDW WKH WHDFKHUZDVKDSS\ZLWK WKHVWXGHQWV¶DQVZHUV
and that is why they were praised. This kind of technique apparently increases 
VWXGHQWV¶VHOI-confidence as a result of the positive feedback. This technique of 
feedback seemed to provide the students with more energy to learn about 
English grammar because they saw that their teacher was satisfied with their 
achievements. This indicated that this teacher used inductive practices where the 
students become active in their classes.  
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Furthermore, the findings also demonstrate that encouragement techniques using 
words and gestures were used to help students to attempt to answer. Teachers 
used this technique in inductive activities. Some students who were shy, for 
example, did not like to participate until they received support from their teachers 
to become involved in the activities. During his lessons, Tariq moved around in 
front of the class with a broad smile on his face while explaining the activities. 
One of his actions is presented as an example below. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
,WZDVYHU\FOHDUWKDWWKHWHDFKHU¶VIHHGEDFNZDVSRVLWLYHZKHQKHHQFRXUDJHGWKH
student to describe the picture. This indicates that the teacher was helpful and his 
plan was to aim to make the class active. This kind of feedback leads to the 
inductive learning of English grammar. The student was supported by the teacher to 
achieve the correct answer. This also seemed a useful technique because the 
students liked it.  
 
In contrast, the findings also demonstrated that the teachers Lila, Omar and 
Karima paid less attention to providing students with positive feedback, and their 
students were not so motivated. This was obvious when they were observed. For 
example, LLOD ZDV QRWHG WR QRW FRQVLGHU WKH VWXGHQWV¶ OHYHO RI LQWHUHVW or 
motivation in her classes. The researcher noted that there was usually no 
response from students at all during some activities, unless if she asked them 
GLUHFWO\ ,Q WKLVFDVH WKH WHDFKHU¶Vway of teaching English grammar cannot be 
assumed to help the students become motivated.  
 
 
  T: I know you can describe the picture. 
  S: I am not sure teacher. 
  T: try try 
  6WKHSLFWXUHLVDERXWWKHPDQ¶VKRXVH 
  T: not sure you nearly there. Keep trying. 
  S: ok it described how the old man life in village. 
  T: yes yes good. Sit down. 
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Rejecting students answers 
The analysis of the data found that negative feedback was used in Lila, Karima, 
(OKDPDQG2PDU¶VFODVVHV7KHVHWHDFKHUVXVHGZRUGVor gestures of rejection to 
show their disagreement within their feedback. They used this technique of 
feedback at slightly different frequencies, DQGLWZDVFOHDUO\H[FHVVLYHLQ.DULPD¶V
classes. For example: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The extract above indicates that the teacher's feedback was strongly negative 
towards the student's performance, which might minimise students' self-confidence 
and self-esteem. This technique might upset students and lead them to be unable to 
do well, so that, most of the time a student would not attempt to correct his/her own 
errors after this type of feedback. 
 
However, Elham used this technique in a different way. She seemed more polite 
than Omar, Lila and KDULPD ZKR VXPPDULO\ UHMHFWHG VWXGHQWV¶ DQVZHUV IURP WKH
beginning. She seemed to want to give students a chance to get the right answer by 
themselves.  This was noted in her second and third classes, as clearly shown in the 
extract below. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  T: who can tell me about the past participle of vHUEµUXQ¶ 
  S: runed 
  T: No wrong.  Who else can do that? 
  S: ran 
  71R7KHULJKWDQVZHULVµUXQ¶EHFDXVHWKHUHDUHVRPHYHUEVWDNHWKH 
same form in present simple and in past participle. 
  SS: Ok 
  T: right, the subject in passive voice comes before the object (true or false).  Who 
       knows the answer? 
  66VKRXWHGµ,WHDFKHU¶µ,WHDFKHU¶ 
  T: Sami  
  S: true 
  T: how do you know that it is true? 
  S: Because subject comes first. 
  T: really no no no that is not the correct. The right answer is false because in  
       English the passive started with object not with subject.   
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Although the teacher in the extract above may have assumed that she gave the 
VWXGHQWDFKDQFHWRWKLQNDERXWWKHFRUUHFWDQVZHUZKHQVKHVDLG µhow do you 
NQRZWKDWLWLVWUXH"¶VKHUHMHFWHGWKHVWXGHQWV¶DQVZHUDIWHU that and gave the right 
DQVZHUKHUVHOI7KH WHDFKHU¶V IHHGEDFNZDVDSSDUHQWO\QRWSRVLWLYH LQ WKHVHFRQG
TXHVWLRQ ZKHQ VKH UHSHDWHG WKH ZRUG µQR¶ PDQ\ WLPHV  7Kis is implied that the 
teacher was angry with the student. This technique of feedback seemed to 
demotivate the students in learning English grammar. 
 
Punishing students when they admitted grammatical errors 
According to the findings from the classroom observations, only Lila, Karima and 
Omar punished their students when they did not give the correct answer. This 
technique of feedback was used when the teachers were checking students 
understanding or correcting their grammatical errors. It is clearly negative 
feedback and led to reduced student participation and motivation. For example, 
Omar asked two students to complete a conversation with the correct form of 
HDFKYHUELQEUDFNHWV+HVDLGµ,ZDQW\RXWRVSHDNTXLFNO\EXWEHIRUHWRGRWKDW
\RXKDYHWRNQRZWKHFRUUHFWDQVZHUVLQRUGHUWRILOOWKHJDSV¶7KHWHDFKHUKDG
EHHQ FRUUHFWLQJ WKH VWXGHQWV¶ grammar orally in order to deal with their errors, 
DQG KH ZDV YHU\ DQJU\ EHFDXVH WKH VWXGHQWV SHUIRUPHG SRRUO\ 7KH WHDFKHU¶V
feedback seemed very negative when he asked the students who had committed 
the error to stand up and did not allow them to participate in the next activity. 
7KHVH WHDFKHUVZHUHQRWLFHG WREHJHQHUDOO\ YHU\ZRUULHGDERXW WKHLUVWXGHQWV¶
grammatical errors, and they punished their students strongly. They did not give 
students a chance to think about the correct answer, and this behaviour can be 
assumed to lead to negative results. 
 
6.2.47HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHDERXWSURYLGLQJIHHGEDFN 
The findings from semi-structured interviews with the teachers revealed several 
facts. Most of the teachers did not seem to have remarkable knowledge about 
providing students with feedback during the teaching of English grammar. The 
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analysis produced five themes as shown in table 6.12. These themes are 
analysed in more detail below.  
 
Table: 6.127HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHDERXWSURYLGLQJIHHGEDFN 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHDERXWusing questions as a feedback 
The analysis revealed that none of the teachers were aware of the use of 
questions as feedback, including those who were observed doing it in their 
FODVVHV:KHQDVNHGWRDQVZHUWKHTXHVWLRQµZK\GR\RXXVHTXHVWLRQLQJZRUGV
DV IHHGEDFN LQ \RXU OHVVRQV"¶ 6DPL Tariq and Elham all expressed that they 
were not aware that WKH\GLGWKDW6DPLVDLG³I forget myself when I explain my 
OHVVRQV DQG , DOZD\V GRLQJ ZKDW , EHOLHYH ZRUNLQJ ZLWK VWXGHQWV´ Tariq was 
surprised and he said, ³UHDOO\ZDV,",GRQRWNQRZPD\EH´.  Elham stated that ³,
always use this technique of feedback but I do not know the advantage and 
disadvantages of using it´.  These teachers can be assumed to lack background 
knowledge about providing students with feedback in their grammar classes. The 
other teachers, Manal, Kalied, Omar, Lila and Karima, were not observed to 
apply this technique of feedback, and therefore they were not asked about it.  
 
7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHDERXWrepeating the students' answers 
The data gained from the interviews showed two different findings concerning 
knowledge about repeating the students' answers as a feedback technique. 
Theme Teachers knowledge about providing feedback 
1  7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHDERXW using questions as feedback           
2  7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHDERXW repeating the students' answers 
3  7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHDERXW motivating students to participate 
4  7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHdge about rejecting students answers 
5 
 7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHDERXW punishing students when they  
  made grammatical errors 
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Kalied, Lila, Karima, Elham and Omar expressed that they knew about this. 
These teachers agreed that using repetition of the student's answers confirmed 
that what they had said was correct, or indicated that there was an error. These 
teachers also said that they used this feedback technique rarely, except for Kalied 
who said that. 
                         I repeat what students said to help them to reach to the right answer as 
a sign of confirmation to what they said right or wrong. I believe it useful 
technique because it sends a message to students that they did well or 
QRW«WKH\FDQNQRZP\SRVLWLYHRUQHJDWLYH IHHGEDFNDFFRUGLQJWRP\
way of repeating their words.  
 
The teacher in the extract above was assumed to be aware of the significance of 
UHSHDWLQJWKHVWXGHQWV¶DQVZHUVDVDIHHGEDFNWHFKQLTXH7KLVLQGLFDWHGWKDWKis 
aim was to repeat what the student said until they reached the correct answer, 
which may help students to be more active in class. Engaging students with 
activities, even by repeating what they say, may lead students to follow the 
WHDFKHUV¶ LQVWUXFWLRQV7KHVHFRQGILQGLQJZDVWKDWWKUHHWHDFKHUV7DULT0DQDO
and Sami, expressed that they had no idea about this technique, although they 
agreed that they may have used repeating the student's answers when they 
taught English grammar. It is apparent that these teachers were not fully aware 
about what to do in their classes. 
 
 
7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHDERXWmotivating students to participate 
The analysis of the data reveals that all of the teachers were aware of the 
importance of encouraging students to participate as a positive technique of 
feedback. They all agreed that students are engaged more if they are 
encouraged by their teachers. The findings also showed that these teachers 
were divided into two groups. Manal, Kalied, Tariq, Sami and Elham said that 
they knew about motivating students to learn grammar and they were observed 
to put what they knew regularly into practice. Tariq, for example, said that: 
                        I always encourage students by say praising words and please 
students do not be shy if you like to learn English. My students were 
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advised to speak English and practice their language by themselves. I 
use this as a technique after correcting their grammar errors when they 
say their answers. I believe it is helpful especially for students who their 
level of English is low. 
It is understood from the extract above that the teacher knew what words and 
advice he should use in order to encourage his students to be active. His use of 
feedback seemed to encourage students to keep trying. This indicated that the 
teacher had knowledge about providing students with positive feedback. 
Motivating students means supporting them to reach the lesson¶V objectives, as 
the teacher had planned.  
 
The findings also revealed that Lila, Omar and karima said that they knew about 
motivating students but they were not observed to do it regularly in their actual 
classes. These teachers were asked the question, µZK\\RXGLGQRWVD\SUDLVLQJ
ZRUGVRUHQFRXUDJH\RXUVWXGHQWV UHJXODUO\ZKHQ WKH\VD\ WKH ULJKWDQVZHUV"¶ 
/LOD DQG .DULPD¶V UHVSRQVH ZHUH VLPLODU LQ FRQWUDVW WR 2PDU¶V /LOD ZDV LQ
agreement with Karima when she said that ³,GRQRWNQRZWKHUHDVRQ it might be 
because I do use to do that with people´. Omar, on the other hand, said that 
³when I praise students too much, this may stop their improvements because 
they may believe they are perfect´.  
 
Teachers¶NQRZOHGJHabout rejecting students answers 
The interviews findings revealed that the use of rHMHFWLQJ VWXGHQWV¶ DQVZHUV 
depended on the objective of the lesson. All of the teachers said that they 
rejected student answers as a technique of negative direct feedback, but they 
said that they used it more or less often. Manal, Tariq, Sami and Kalied said that 
they used it rarely. Sami said that: 
                       Although I appreciate students and I very quick notices the nature of the 
activity is changed and the reason might be the students became more 
motivated but in some situations I have to reject their answers.  
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It was clear from the extract above that this teacher was sure that providing 
positive feedback is essential to encourage students to be more motivated. The 
teacher seemed to apply what he had found worked with his students. It is 
apparent that this teacher was keen to use positive more than negative feedback 
in his practice. 
 
In addition, the findings showed that Lila, Karima, Elham and Omar stated that 
they regularly rejected their students¶ answers. For example, Omar said that ³WKLV
was happened out of my control´. In this case, students may come to dislike their 
teachers as well as the learning of grammar. It was noted that the less 
experienced teachers were more familiar with this kind of feedback.  
 
          7HDFKHUV¶ NQRZOHGJH DERXW punishing students when they made 
grammatical errors 
The analysis of the data confirms that the teachers took different positions about 
punishing students when they made grammatical errors. Some were against it 
while others supported it. Manal, Tariq, Sami, Elham, and Kalied were in 
agreement that punishing students is not part of a positive way of teaching 
English grammar. For instance, Sami said that:  
                       I did not punish the students when they committee the error but I give 
them more than one chance to think about the correct answer. Then if 
they failed to answer, I just blame them. 
The extract above confirms that this teacher did not punish the students until he 
was sure that they did not know the correct answer when they were supposed to. 
This indicates that the teacher knew that he may be doing something wrong if he 
punishes the students the very first time they commit errors. Giving students the 
chance to rethink may help them to connect their ideas with existing knowledge 
about the subject they are studying. 
 
 In contrast, the findings showed that teachers such as Lila, Karima and Omar 
were in agreement in supporting the punishing of students when they made 
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grammatical errors. For example, Omar said that ³,GLGLWLQGLIIHUHQWWKHVLWXDWLRQ
because students sometimes deserved it. I know it is negative feedback but it is 
QHHGHG E\ VWXGHQWV WR DYRLG LW DJDLQ LQ IXWXUH´ It is apparent that this teacher 
succeeded in discouraging students from becoming involved in the grammar 
activities in the class, because this technique of feedback may lead to a 
decrease in VWXGHQWV¶PRWLYDWLRQDQGDIIHFWWKHLUOHDUQLQJRI(QJOLVKJUDPPDU 
 
        6.2.4.3. The relationship between teachers¶ practice and their knowledge 
about providing feedback 
The analysis of the data gained from the classroom observation and semi-
VWUXFWXUHG LQWHUYLHZV VKRZHG GLIIHUHQW UHODWLRQVKLSV EHWZHHQ WKH WHDFKHUV¶
practice and their knowledge related to providing students with feedback in 
English grammar lessons. These relationships are presented and analysed 
below. 
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       Table: 6.13. The relationships between teachers practice and their 
knowledge about providing feedback 
 
 
 
 
Teacher used questions as feedback and was not aware about it                   
7KHUH ZDV LQFRQJUXHQFH EHWZHHQ 7DULT (OKDP DQG 6DPL¶V SUDFWLFH DQG WKHLU
knowledge regarding the use of questions as a technique of feedback. These 
WHDFKHUVZHUH REVHUYHG WR XVH WKH ZRUG µZKDW¶ ZKHQ VWXGHQWVGLG QRW VD\ WKH
correct answer. However, they expressed in the interviews that they had no idea 
about this technique and that they were not aware that they used it.  As an 
example, although Sami was observed to use this technique several times in his 
Relationship Teachers 
N ; Congruence Incongruence (x) Manal Kalid Tariq Sami Lila Elham Karima Omar 
1   Teacher used questions as feedback and was 
   not aware about it                   
     -     -    x      x    -      x - - 
2   Teacher repeated the student's answer and was not 
   aware about it  
    x     -     x      x    -      - - - 
3   Teacher knew about repeating the student's answer 
   and did not do it 
    -     x     -      -    x x x x 
4   Teacher paid more attention to motivating students  
  through providing them with positive feedback and  
  knew about it 
9  9 9 9 - 9 - - 
5   Teacher paid less attention to motivating students  
  through providing them with positive feedback and  
  knew about it 
-     -     -      - 9       - 9  9 
6   7HDFKHUUHMHFWHGVWXGHQWV¶DQVZHUV regularly and  
  knew about it 
- -   - - 9 9 9  9 
7   7HDFKHUNQHZDERXWUHMHFWLQJVWXGHQWV¶DQVZHUV 
   and did it rarely   
9  9 9 9     - -      -      - 
8   Teacher punished students when they made errors 
   and knew about it 
- - - - 9 - 9  9 
 
9 
  
 Teacher did not punish students when they  made 
  errors and knew about it 
 
x 
 
x 
 
x 
 
x 
 
- 
 
x 
 
- 
 
- 
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classes but he was surprised when asked in the interview to give a reason for his 
behaviour. This indicates that these teachers can be assumed to be unaware of 
how they taught.       
 
Teacher repeated the student's answer and was not aware about it  
The findings obtained from classroom observation and semi-structured interviews 
indicated incongruence between how some teachers provided students with 
feedback, particularly when they repeated the student's answers, and what they 
knew about it. These teachers were Tariq, Manal and Sami. These three 
teachers were all categorized as more experienced teachers (see table 5.1). It 
was expected that these teachers would use this technique of feedback, but it 
was unexpected to find that they did not know about it. For example, Tariq said 
that ³ZKHQ , WHDFK , VRPHWLPHV IRUJHW P\VHOI HVSHFLDOO\ ZKHQ , HQJDJH ZLWK
VWXGHQWV´This indicated that this teacher used interactive activities, and he did 
what he thought good for his students. 
 
Teacher knew about repeating the student's answer and did not do it  
According to the analysis of data, most of the teachers, namely Lila, Elham, 
Omar, Kalied and Karima, were not observed to adopt the repetition of students' 
answer as a technique of feedback in their classes. However, they reported that 
they had knowledge about it. This confirms that there was some incongruence 
between their practice and knowledge about providing students with feedback by 
repeating student answers. As an example, Lila stated that ³UHSHDWLQJ WKH
student's answer support students to be more confident because it reflected the 
WHDFKHU¶VSRVLWLYHIHHGEDFNZKLFKJLYHVWKHVWXGHQWVLPSUHVVLRQWKDWWKH\GRLQJ
well.´ The teacher seemed to have knowledge of this technique of feedback, 
although she did not apply what she knew. These teachers were asked to give 
justifications because they were not observed to use this technique although they 
had knowledge about it.  Kalied, Lila, Karima and Elham were in agreement 
when they stated that the reason was WKH VWXGHQWV¶ OHYHO RI (QJOLVK ZKHUHDV
Omar complained about limited time in his classes.  
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          Teacher paid more attention to motivating students through providing 
them with positive feedback and knew about it 
It is noteworthy that Manal, Kalid, Tariq, Sami and Elham were observed to pay 
more attention to motivating students when they gave them feedback, and they 
expressed that they had knowledge about it. These findings evidenced that there 
was congruence between the WHDFKHUV¶ SUDFWLFH DQG WKHLU NQRZOHGJH DERXW
providing students with positive feedback, such as encouraging students by 
XVLQJ SUDLVLQJ ZRUGV 7KLV FDQ EH GHGXFHG IURP .DOLHG¶V VWDWHPHQW ³VWXGHQWV
prefer the teachers who support and appreciate them when they answer their 
questions. I noted this in my classes. Students become happy when they 
thanked.´ 7KH WHDFKHU KHUH FRQILUPHG WKDW IURP KLV WHDFKLQJ H[SHULHQFH, 
providing students with positive feedback is required.   
 
          Teacher paid less attention to motivating students through positive 
feedback and knew about it 
The findings revealed that there was also congruence between the teachers Lila, 
2PDU DQG .DULPD¶V SUDFWLFH DQG WKHLU NQRZOHGJH UHJDUGLQJ providing students 
with positive feedback such as praising and thanking them when they gave the 
right answers. These teachers were observed to rarely use this technique, and 
they expressed that they did not use it regularly in their classes. In their 
interviews, they were also unaware of the importance of motivating students. For 
example, Karima said that: ³,GRQRWFDUHDERXW WKDW LVVXH´ This indicated that 
this teacher suffered from a lack of pedagogical knowledge. 
 
7HDFKHUUHMHFWHGVWXGHQWV¶DQVZHUVUHgularly and knew about it 
The most apparent congruence among the teachers Lila, Karima, Elham and Omar 
in their classroom practice and their knowledge as stated in the interviews was 
LGHQWLILHG LQ WHUPV RI UHJXODUO\ UHMHFWLQJ VWXGHQWV¶ DQVZHUV Although these 
teachers emphasised the importance of providing students with positive feedback 
during the interviews, this practice was observed only rarely in their lessons. 
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.DULPD IRU LQVWDQFH KHOG WKH EHOLHI WKDW UHMHFWLQJ VWXGHQWV¶ DQVZHUV ZDV
necessary for the students because she considered it as normal behaviour and 
WKDW LW ZRXOG QRW DIIHFW WKH VWXGHQWV¶ UHDFWLRQV ,Q WKLV FDVH .DULPD¶V SUDFWLFH
seemed to be guided by her beliefs.  
 
7HDFKHUNQHZDERXWUHMHFWLQJVWXGHQWV¶DQVZHUVDQGGLGLWUDUHO\ 
The process of examining the findings obtained from classroom observations and 
semi-structured interviews showed congruence between what the teachers 
Manal, Kalid, Tariq, Sami actually did in their grammar classes and what they 
stated that they knew about rejecting VWXGHQWV¶ DQVZHUV DV D WHFKQLTXH RI
feedback. These were all categorized as more experienced teachers (see 5.6). 
As an example, Sami said that ³, UDUHO\ UHMHFWHGVWXGHQWV¶EHFDXVHE\DSSO\LQJ
QHJDWLYH IHHGEDFN WKH VWXGHQWV¶ SURFHVV RI OHDUQLQJZLOO VWRSDnd they will feel 
disappointment about the grammar rules´. 
 
Teacher punished students when they made errors and knew about it 
The findings revealed that Lila, Karima and Omar were observed to punish 
students when they made grammatical errors, although they expressed in their 
interviews that they all knew about the advantages and disadvantages of doing 
this. These teachers who were observed to punish students in their classes were 
in agreement that students should be punished although they knew it could be 
negative feedback but was thought to be necessary in certain situations. This 
confirms that congruence existed between what these teachers actually did in the 
classroom and their knowledge regarding providing students with negative 
feedback.  
 
           Teacher did not punish students when they made errors and knew about it 
Conversly, Manal, Kalid, Tariq, Sami and Elham avoided providing students with 
negative feedback, such as punishing them when they committed grammatical 
errors. However, all of them said in the interviews that punishing students led to 
poor achievement. Sami, for instance, said that ³,I , SXQLVK VWXGHQWV WKH\PD\
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reduce their contributions in the next activity´. This evidenced that there was 
incongruence between the WHDFKHUV¶ SUDFWLFH DQd knowledge about providing 
students with negative feedback when they made grammatical errors. It is 
interesting that most of these teachers were among the more experienced. This 
may indicate that their practice was guided by their teaching experience.  
 
In summary, the findings revealed nine relationships in the context of providing 
students with feedback relating to teaching English grammar. Five relationships 
indicated congruence between practice and knowledge whereas the other four 
revealed incongruence, as shown in table 6.13. Various kinds of links between 
the WHDFKHUV¶SUDFWLFHDQGNQRZOHGJHH[LVWHGLQWHUPVRISURYLGLQJVWXGHQWVZLWK
feedback in grammar classes. 
 
        6.2.5. ,VVXH)LYH7HDFKHUV¶8VHRIDQG.QRZOHGJHDERXW8VLQJ6WXGHQWV/
and their Relationship 
This section analyses the data gained from the classes observed and the semi-
structured interviews with teachers concerning the use of the L1 during the 
teaching of English grammar. The main themes which emerged from the data are 
given in tables 6.14 and 6.15.  The findings from observation and interview are 
integrated to establish the relationship between practice and knowledge, as 
shown in table 6.16. A summary of each aspect of this issue is also provided. 
 
6.2.5.1. Using students L1 
The data analysis addressed three main questions relevant to the classroom 
observations and semi-VWUXFWXUHG LQWHUYLHZV DERXW µKRZ¶ µZK\¶ DQG µZKHQ¶
teachers used WKHVWXGHQWV¶/GXULQJ WKH WHDFKLQJRI(QJOLVKJUDPPDU )URm 
the classroom observation, seven of the eight teachers used L1 in their classes, 
although they used it at different frequencies while teaching English grammar. 
These findings are presented and analysed in more detail below.  
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Table: 6.147HDFKHUV¶8VHRI6WXGHQWV¶/ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Using L1 to explain new words  
The data revealed that Lila, Elham, Omar and Karima were the only teachers 
who stated the meaning of new words in Arabic in their classes, whereas the 
other teachers did not do this. These teachers used this method with different 
levels of frequency, and were catogrized as among the less experienced 
teachers (see table 5.1). Lila and Elham used WKH VWXGHQWV¶ / DIWHU WKH\ KDG 
tried to explain the meaning of those new words using English but if the students 
were unable to grasp what they meant. This perhaps indicates that these 
teachers were justified in explaining the meaning of the words in Arabic. More to 
the point, it was clear that Omar and Karima did not give the meanings of new 
words in English at all; instead they expressed them in Arabic straightaway. For 
example, Omar was observed writing and saying: 
 
      In English              In Arabic 
- Diamond                – ? ? ? 
- Eventually              ? ? ? ? ? �贀  ? ? 
- Survived                 ˳ı ? ? 
 
From the extract above, Omar apparently did not even try to give his students the 
opportunity to think about the meaning of words in the target language. His 
reason might have been simply to save time, or perhaps he thought that his 
Action Teachers UsinJ6WXGHQWV¶/ 
1 
  Using L1  to explain new words 
2 
  Utilizing /WRFKHFNVWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJ 
3 
  Exploiting /WRFRUUHFWVWXGHQWV¶HUURUV 
4 Adopting L1 to move from one activity to another 
5 Resorting  to L1 when noticing that a student did not 
understand 
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students would not understand irrespective of how many times he explained the 
words in English.  
 
8VLQJ/WRFKHFNVWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJ 
The results obtained from the classroom observations showed that three of the 
teachers who were observed to use L1 adopted it when they were checking the 
VWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJ7KHVHWHDFKHUVZHUH2PDU.DULPDDQG/LOD7KLVFDQ
be confirmed in IRU H[DPSOH 2PDU¶V case when he was observed to ask the 
students in Arabic to arrange puzzle words to make correct sentences. He wrote 
one sentence on the board as follows. 
 
- America / discover / Christopher Columbus. 
---------------------------------------------------------- 
7VDLGLQ$UDELFVWXGHQWV³/RRNDWWKHSX]]Oe words. Who can arrange them and  
     PDNHLWLQSDVVLYH"´ 
66³,WHDFKHU,WHDFKHU´EXWWKHWHDFKHUVDLG³<HV$OL\RX´ 
6ZHQWWRWKHERDUGDQGZURWHµ$PHULFDGLVFRYHUHG&KULVWRSKHU&ROXPEXV¶ 
SS:  shouted (in Arabic) and they said that it was wrong; then  
7VDLG³2.QRSUREOHPLQ$UDELF:KDWLVPLVVLQJLQWKHVHQWHQFH6DQDG"´ 
6VDLG³7KHYHUEµWREH¶LQWKHSDVWLVPLVVLQJDQGWKHSUHSRVLWLRQµE\¶WHDFKHUDQG 
    WKHULJKWDQVZHULVµ$PHULFDZDVGLVFRYHUHGE\&KULVWRSKHU&ROXPEXV¶ 
7VDLG³7KDWLVULJKW7KDQNV6DQDG´   
 
The extract above indicates that the teacher was aiming to evaluate the students 
to make sure that they understood the lesson, but he used their L1 for this 
purpose. It seemed to be an appropriate technique because using puzzle words 
may help students to think in-depth and encourage them to interact to produce 
the language. This finding was evidenced by the students shouting in eagerness 
to participate. The teacher was apparently used the VWXGHQWV¶ / LQ Rrder to 
confirm their understanding. On the other hand, there was no evidence that 
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Kalied, Manal, Tariq, Sami and Elham used the L1 when they checked their 
VWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJLQWKHLUJUDPPDUFODVVHV 
 
([SORLWLQJ/WRFRUUHFWVWXGHQWV¶HUURUV 
The data gained from the classes observed revealed that certain teachers in this 
study used the L1 more or less often to correct their students grammatical errors. 
Omar, Karima and Lila were observed to use the L1 more than Elham when they 
corrected errors. For example, Omar asked students in Arabic to change the 
verbs from the present to the past participle. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
7KH WHDFKHU LQ WKH H[WUDFW DERYH VHHPV KDSS\ WR XVH WKH VWXGHQWV¶ / ZKLFK
suggested that he was not aware of the disadvantage of using it in the 
FODVVURRP $V VKRZQ LQ OLQHV RQH WKUHH DQG VL[ PRVW RI WKH WHDFKHU¶V ZRUGV
ZHUHVDLGLQWKHVWXGHQWV¶/ 
 
Adopting L1 to move from one activity to another 
The analysis of data illustrated that most of the teachers who used the L1 in their 
classes employed it to move from one activity to another. Lila, Karima, Kalied, 
Elham and Omar used this method during the teaching of English grammar. They 
were observed to use L1 as a cue to help their students understand that they 
were now moving on to a new activity or to another key point in the lesson. The 
following extract shows how Karima operated in this regard:  
 
 
T:  (in Arabic)  ? ? ? “ ? ? ? ? ? �? ? �贀  ? ? ? ? ? ? 贀  ? ? ? ? ZKDWLVWKHSDVWSDUWLFLSOHRIWKHYHUEµVWHDO¶" 
S:  stolen 
T:  (in Arabic  ? ? ? ? ? ?) yes good 
T:   (in Arabic  贃? ? ? ? 찃? �  ? �? ? �贀  ? ? ? ? ? ? 贀  ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?) again, what is the past participle of  
      WKHYHUEµVWDUW¶" 
S2:  starten 
T:  (in Arabic ? ? ? ? ? “ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? �贀  ? ? ? ? ? 贀  ? ? ? ? ? ? ? 贃? ? ? ) no, it is wrong; the right  
     DQVZHULVµVWDUWHG¶ 
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.DULPDLQ$UDELFVDLGµ6WXGHQWVOLVWHQ:HKDYHILQLVKHGWKLVDFWLYLW\1RZ 
 OHW¶VPRYHRQWRWKHODVWDFWLYLW\,ZDQW\RXWRread the short texts quickly, and  
then tell me if you find any difficult words. These texts of course are talking 
 DERXWWKHUXOHRIµWKHWKLUGFRQGLWLRQDO¶ 
 
It is clear from the extract above that Karima seemed to want to help the students 
to be ready to understand the new activities or she wanted to gain their attention 
so that they would follow her. This indicates that there was a gap between the 
teacher and her students, because if the teacher had confidence in her students 
she would have used English to accomplish this. 
 
Resorting to L1 when noticing that a student did not understand 
Seven teachers from the eight were observed to use the L1 when they found 
VWXGHQWVKDGGLIILFXOWLHVLQXQGHUVWDQGLQJWKHOHVVRQ¶VREMHFWLYHV.DOLHG0DQDO
Karima, Elham, Omar, Sami and Lila used the L1 to further clarify their 
explanations. This can be illustrated by the following extract:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
The extract above taken from /LOD¶VSUDFWLFHVKRZVWKDWVKHXVHGthe L1 in order 
to make her teaching easier to understand. This technique was apparently used 
when she felt that the students would not understand explanations in English.  
 
In summary, the findings from classroom observation confirmed that Tariq was 
the only teacher who did not use the L1 in his classes while the other teachers 
used it in different ways when they taught English grammar. Moreover, 
similarities and differences in using L1 between the more and less experienced 
teachers were in evidence in their grammar classes.  
/LODVDLGLQ$UDELFµ:HXVH]HURFRQGLWLRQDOVLIZHDOZD\VEHKDYH 
in a certain way when something happens. We use first conditionals 
 if something is possible in the future. We also use the second 
 conditionals if something is not very likely, or if it is an imaginary  
VLWXDWLRQ¶ 
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6.2.57HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHRIXVLQJthe VWXGHQWV¶ILUVWODQJXDJH 
The analysis of data gained from interviews with the teachers revealed two 
different attitudes. Lila, Karima and Omar supported using the L1 in English 
grammar classes, while Manal, Sami, Elham, Tariq, and Kalied thought it was a 
bad idea. All of the teachers showed sufficient background knowledge about the 
advantages and disadvantages of using the L1. Five general themes emerged, 
as identified in table 6.15.  
 
Table: 6.157HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHDERXWXVLQJVWXGHQWV¶/ 
 
 
7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJH about using L1 to explain new words 
In their interviews, they expressed a range of attitudes towards explaining new 
words to students using the L1. Different reasons were given as justifications for 
using it for this purpose. Lila and Elham were in agreement that the L1 should 
only be used after they had tried to explain the meaning of new words in English. 
For example, Elham said that ³, GLG QRW VD\ WKH PHDQLQJ RI QHZ ZRUGV
straightaway in Arabic, but I did that if I note the students were not able to grasp 
the words meaning´. This indicates that the teacher was not satisfied with using 
the L1, but she felt forced to. Lila was slightly different in that she said that she 
used L1 to translate and explain the meaning of concrete words, but felt that this 
was only acceptable when the use of English and gestures had not been 
successful. She added that: 
Theme 7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHDERXWusing the VWXGHQWV¶ILUVWODQJXDJH 
1 
   7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHDERXWusing L1 to explain new words 
2 
   7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHDERXW utilizing /WRFKHFNVWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJ 
3 
   7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHDERXWexploiting /WRFRUUHFWVWXGHQWV¶HUURUV 
4 
   7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHDERXW adopting L1 to move from one activity to another 
5 
   7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHDERXWUHVRUWLQJWR/ZKHQQRWLFLQJWKDWDVWXGHQWGLG 
   not understand 
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                       Translation is essential to reinforce the understanding of words, so that 
students can remember them next time without their being translated 
again. I use L1 because I have noticed that students sometimes 
misunderstand what I am saying.  
Lila seemed to have the problem of how to explain the meanings of some 
grammar terms, and this might be related to her knowledge of teaching grammar 
or to hHUVWXGHQWV¶ODFNRINQRZOHGJHDERXWWKH(QJOLVKODQJXDJH7KHWHDFKHU¶V
response means that translating what has been said in English is a way of 
making sure that the students get the correct message. 
 
In contrast, the findings also revealed that Omar and Karima disagreed with 
providing students the chance to think about the meaning of new words in 
English. Omar said that ³, XVXDOO\ VD\ WKH PHDQLQJ RI QHZ ZRUGV LQ $UDELF
immediately because there are several difficult words for students in each lesson 
and students cannot understand the meaning exactly´. This teacher apparently 
suffered from a lack of knowledge about language which hindered him from 
expressing the meaning of new words in English. More to the point, Karima 
VWDWHGWKDW³I will waste my time if I explained new words in English because I am 
sure students will not understand me even I explained them in English´. The 
teacher seemed to know that the students would not grasp meaning of the words 
when their meanings were explained in English. This indLFDWHVWKDWKHUVWXGHQWV¶
level of English is low.  
 
Furthermore, the data revealed that Manal, Kalied, Sami and Tariq had similar 
RSLQLRQVDERXWXVLQJWKHVWXGHQWV¶ILUVW ODQJXDJH7KH\GLGQRW IDYRXULWVXVHLQ
teaching grammar in general, especially in translating new words and 
grammatical terms. For example, Sami said so clearly:  
                     There are some teachers, including myself, who believe that it is not 
good for teachers to use the learners' first language when they are 
teaching a second. This is because the students will base their ideas 
about the second language and its rules on their first language.  
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The extract above indicates that this teacher was completely opposed to using 
L1 in teaching English grammar. It might be that he was sure that if teachers did 
that, students would not develop communicative competence. Furthermore, 
XVLQJ WKH VWXGHQWV¶ / WRR PXFK LQ WKH VHFRQG ODQJXDJH FODVVURRP ZLOO QRW
encourage teachers to explain grammar effectively. This means translating each 
word from the L2 into their L1 is not best practice in teaching English grammar.  
 
7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHDERXW utilizing /WRFKHFNVWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJ 
The data gained from the semi-structured interviews reveal that only Omar, 
Karima and Lila said that they used the / WR FKHFN VWXGHQWV¶ understanding. 
These teachers were asked for their reasons for this. All of them answered that 
using the /WRFKHFNVWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJLVHVVHQWLDOLQVRPHVLWXDWLRQV)RU
example, Karima was in agreement with Lila when she said that ³,NQRZXVLQJ/
is not acceptable in L2 classes but I use it because I was forced by the 
FODVVURRPHQYLURQPHQW´This indicates that they used it because they felt they 
needed to. Omar gave a different reason when he said that ³WKHVH VWXGHQWV 
become more comfortable when I asked them in English with some explanations 
in Arabic particularly when I check their understanding´. In contrast, Manal, 
Elham, Kalied, Sami and Tariq said that they did not use the L1 to check 
VWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJLQWheir classes.  
 
7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHDERXWexploiting /WRFRUUHFWVWXGHQWV¶HUURUV 
The findings obtained from the semi-structured interviews with teachers showed 
that all of the teachers said that they were aware of the issue of using the L1 
when correctiQJ VWXGHQWV¶ JUDPPDWLFDO HUURUV, but they had various levels of 
knowledge about this. Omar, Karima, Lila, and Elham were observed in their 
classes to use the L1 when they corrected students errors, and therefore they 
ZHUH DVNHG WKH TXHVWLRQ µWhy did you uVH / ZKHQ \RX FRUUHFWHG VWXGHQWV¶
JUDPPDWLFDOHUURUV"¶2PDUVDLGWKDW³although I knew that the excessive use of 
$UDELFZKHQ,FRUUHFWVWXGHQWV¶HUURUVLVQRWXVHIXOEXWWKHUHDVRQVIRUGHFLGLQJWR
use Arabic in my English grammar lessons are the learneUV¶ OHYHODQG WKH WLPH
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constraints´. Omar seemed to have two reasons for using L1 in his context. He 
wanted to tell us that he could not use English alone in those circumstances. The 
VWXGHQWV¶OHYHORI(QJOLVKDQGWKHOLPLWHGWLPHDYDLODEOHZHUHERWKDVVXPed to be 
serious factors having an effect on the role of the teacher and students in the 
FODVVURRP(OKDP¶VUHDVRQZDVGLIIHUHQW6KHVDLGWKDW³P\XVLQJ/ZDVEDVHG
on the type of error, if the error was serious I use it otherwise I say it in English´. 
This means that this teacher dealt with student errors according to the kind of 
classroom activity involved. It also indicates that Elham opposed the use of the 
L1 immediately when students committed grammar errors. Lila and Karima were 
in agreement when they said that the size of the class was the most important 
thing WKDW IRUFHG WKHP WR XVH / ZKHQ WKH\ FRUUHFWHG VWXGHQWV¶ JUDPPDWLFDO
errors. Lila added that: 
                       I use L1 to save time because if I gave students chance to think about 
the correct answer may not know the right answer very quick. It is 
seemed impossible to take care with each student in the class if they are 
more than twenty-five students. 
It seems that this teacher was aware of how to correct grammatical errors 
inductively, but class size was main factor forcing her to use L1 to save time. 
This indicated that she had knowledge about the advantages and disadvantages 
of using L1 in English grammar class. 
 
However, Sami and Tariq were in agreement that using L1 is not useful for 
students in any situation. For example, Tariq said that ³XVLQJ / WR FRUUHFW
students grammatical errors demotivated students to participate whether they 
know the right answer or not´.  However, Kalied and Manal were different, and 
supported the use of L1 to deal with errors. For instance, Manal said that ³WKLV
technique may give students the chance to revise what they have learnt very 
quickly but at the same time it may confuse the students when they interact and 
that is why I did not use it´. Nevertheless, although these teachers had different 
opinions about using the / WR FRUUHFW VWXGHQWV¶ JUDPPDWLFDO HUURUV WKH\ GLG
agree that using it in class decreases the VWXGHQWV¶ chances of expressing 
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themselves in English. It means that there is little opportunity for discussion, role 
play, or other types of group work that would give learners the chance to produce 
the language.  
 
        7HDFKHUV¶ NQRZOHGJH DERXW adopting L1 to move from one activity to 
another 
From the analysis of data gained from the semi-structured interviews, Lila, 
Karima, Kalied, Elham and Omar expressed different levels of knowledge about 
using the L1 to move from one activity to another. They all seemed aware of the 
importance of using L1 as a technique of teaching grammar. These teachers 
expressed different rationales for using L1 when they moved from one activity to 
another. For instance, (OKDP¶VSRLQWYLHZZDVVLPLODUWR Lila when she said that ³,
use it to save time and to confirm their understanding of the activity before to 
move to the next one´. .DULPD¶VH[SODQDWLRQZDVVOLJKWO\GLIIHUHQW6KHVDLGWKDW
³7KLV PLJKW EH KDSSHQHG DXWRPDWLFDOO\ DW WKH HQG RI WKH DFWLYLW\ ZKHQ , IRXQG
some students did not understand the activity well´. .DOLHG¶VUHDVRQZDVGLIIHUHQW
again, and he mentioned that some exercises in the textbook were not easy for 
students to follow. He supported this with an example, saying: 
                       Although all the practice encourages students to participate in class, the 
activity needs a lot of input from me; for example the instructions ask 
students to find examples from their own experience, which they cannot 
always manage. Then they ask me for help. In that situation I have to 
use L1 to explain the activity again in a different way, to make it more 
clear. 
The extract above shows that this teacher was having difficulty managing some 
of the activities, and tried to find his own solutions. For example, he used 
different ways of explaining difficult points in order to help his students 
understand the rule, even if this meant using the L1. This indicates that this 
teacher used his own plan and ignored the textbook instructions. Omar said that: 
                       I use it for clarification, such as linking the students' ideas with the topic 
that I have been explaining, and to clarify the form of the rule to help 
students use it in other examples.  
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,W LVFOHDUIURPWKHH[WUDFWDERYHWKDW WKLVWHDFKHUXVHGKLVVWXGHQWV¶/IRUWZR
purposes: firstly, to help him to explain the lesson better; and secondly to help 
students understand the rules more easily. Omar was similar to Lila when he said 
WKDWXVLQJWKHVWXGHQWV¶ILUVWODQJXDJHZRXOGVDYHWLPHDQGKHOSWHDFKHUVWRNHHS
their lesson plans on schedule.  
 
In contrast, the findings show that there were other teachers who were against 
using the L1 when they moved from one activity to another. Manal, Tariq and 
Sami thought that this kind of technique would not help the students¶ 
understanding of English. Sami, for instance, said that ³, FKHFN P\ VWXGHQWV¶
understanding and summarize the activity in English to make sure that all the 
students have understood it or not´.    
 
          7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHDERXW resorting to L1 when noticing that a student 
did not understand 
The semi-structured interview data indicated that teachers used this technique 
for different reasons. For example, Omar said that: 
                       I am sure that using L1 is useful for overcoming problems when learning 
and teaching English as a foreign language, especially where grammar 
is concerned. Therefore, I used it in my classes. 
In this extract, Omar explained his thoughts concerning the benefits of using L1 
and its possible effect on student achievement. This teacher seemed optimistic 
when he said that using the VWXGHQWV¶ L1 helps them to overcome problems.  This 
might be true if the aim of the teacher was only to help the students to learn 
grammar knowledge, but unfortunately this may negatively affect their 
communicative competence. Manal was in agreement with Karima about using 
the L1 when students had problems. She said that:  
                      I use their first language when I find there is some similarity between the 
rule that the students could not understand and the same rule in their 
first language, to connect the new rule to the old rule with which they are 
220 
 
already familiar. This is a useful strategy for helping students to 
remember such a rule, and they will not easily forget it.  
7KHDERYHH[WUDFWVKRZVKRZDQGZKHQ0DQDOXVHGKHUVWXGHQWV¶ILUVWODQJXDJH
in second language classes. This explanation might be justified on some 
occasions, especially in situations when the two languages have similar 
structures. However, the use of these rules may be completely different, which in 
fact would cause problems for L2 learners. Lila added that using the L1 may well 
increase students' motivation to learn grammar, because there are similarities 
between the two languages as also stated by Karima and Manal above. 
However, Kalied and Elham were in agreement that using L1 may resolve some 
VWXGHQWV¶ difficulties, but they said that it would not help the teacher and students 
to create new language, nor would it improve either their comprehension or 
learning of the L2.   
 
Conversely, the findings indicate that Tariq and Sami were in agreement that 
using the L1 is not beneficial in teaching English as a second language. For 
H[DPSOH 6DPL VDLG WKDW ³I think that even if I used it only occasionally, my 
students would not learn English properly. I always tell my students it is an 
English class, and that no Arabic is allowed because it is not helpful to speak 
$UDELF ZKHQ ZH DUH WDONLQJ DERXW (QJOLVK´ This shows that this teacher was 
keen to teach English grammar inductively. 
 
In summary, the findings from the semi-structured interviews confirmed that the 
teachers had sufficient knowledge of the benefits and disadvantages of using the 
VWXGHQWV¶/ZKHQWHDFKLQJ(QJOLVKJUDPPDULQWKH/FODVVURRP7KH\DOVRKDG
GLIIHUHQW UHDVRQV IRUXVLQJ WKHLU VWXGHQWV¶ ILUVW ODQJXDJH ZKHQ WHDFKLQJ(QJOLVK
grammar.  
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        6.2.5.7KHUHODWLRQVKLSEHWZHHQWHDFKHUV¶SUDFWLFHDQGWKHLUNQRZOHGJHRI
XVLQJVWXGHQWV¶/ 
The data show that there were various different kinds of relationship between the 
WHDFKHUV¶XVHRI WKHVWXGHQWV/DQGWKHLUNQRZOHGJHDERXW LW&HUWDLQWHDFKHUV 
used it because they had to when students could not follow the OHVVRQ¶V aims. 
The teachers also had other reasons for using it. Therefore some of them 
supported its use and others did not. All of the relationships discovered are 
presented below.  
 
             Table: 6.167KHUHODWLRQVKLSEHWZHHQWHDFKHUV¶SUDFWLFHDQGWKHLU
NQRZOHGJHRIXVLQJVWXGHQWV¶/ 
Relationship Teachers 
N 
; Congruence Incongruence (x) Manal Kalid Tariq Sami Lila Elham Karima Omar 
1 
  Teacher used L1 to explain new words and knew its effects - - - - 9 9 9  9  
2 
  Teacher did not use L1 to explain new words and knew its  
  effects 
x x x x - - - - 
3 
  Teacher utilized /WRFKHFNVWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJDQG 
   knew its effects 
- - - - 9 - 9  9  
4 
  Teacher did not utilize L1 to check studentV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJ 
  and knew its effects 
x x x x - x - - 
5 
  Teacher exploited /WRFRUUHFWVWXGHQWV¶HUURUVDQGNQHZLWV 
   effects 
- - - - 9 9 9  9  
6 
  Teacher did not exploit /WRFRUUHFWVWXGHQWV¶HUURUVDQG 
   knew its effects 
x x x x - - - - 
7 
  Teacher adopted L1 to move from one activity to another and  
   was aware of its effects 
- 9  - - 9 9 9  9  
8 
  Teacher did not adopt L1 to move from one activity to another 
   and was aware of its effects 
x - x x - - - - 
9 
  Teacher resorted to L1 when noticing that a student did  
   not understand and knew its effects 
9 9  - 9  9 9 9  9  
10 
  Teacher did not resort to L1 when noticing that a student did  
   not understand  and knew about it. 
- - x      - - - - - 
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Teacher used L1 to explain new words and knew its effects 
From the classroom observation and interviews, there was congruence between 
what some teachers did in their classes and their knowledge about using the L1 
to explain new words. The teachers who were observed to use this technique 
applied it in different ways; Lila and Elham gave students some explanation of 
new words in English before turning to Arabic whereas Omar and Karima 
translated new words directly. All of these teachers expressed in their interviews 
that they were aware of the advantages and disadvantages of doing so. For 
example, Elham and Lila agreed that new words should be explained in English 
first, ZKHUHDV 2PDU DQG .DULPD¶V SRLQWV RI YLHZ ZHUH GLIIHUHQW DQG WKHLU
justifications have been presented above in section 6.2.5.2. It is interesting that 
all of the teachers who used this strategy were categorized as less experienced 
teachers (see table 5.1).     
 
Teacher did not use L1 to explain new words and knew its effects 
The analysis of the data revealed that Manal, Kalied, Tariq and Sami did not use 
WKH VWXGHQWV¶ / LQ H[SODLQLQJ WKH PHDQLQJ RI QHZ ZRUGV RU JUDPPDWLFDO
terminology in their classes, although they all said that they knew about it. In this 
FDVHWKHUHODWLRQVKLSEHWZHHQWHDFKHUV¶SUDFWLFHDQGWKHLUNQRZOHGJHin using L1 
to explain new words was incongruence. It is interesting here that these teachers 
were not in agreement about using the L1 in teaching grammar, although they 
were all categorized as more experienced teachers. Manal and Kalied thought 
that using L1 is needed in some situations, whereas Tariq and Sami were 
FRPSOHWHO\DJDLQVWLW)RULQVWDQFH7DULTVDLGWKDW³it was not good for teachers 
and students to use the first language when the class was about a second 
ODQJXDJH´ His reason was that ³LI WHDFKHUV XVH / VWXGHQWV ZLOO never learn 
anything else because they will build ideas based on their L1, and this will cause 
problems when they try to communicate´. 7DULTDYRLGHGXVLQJWKHVWXGHQWV¶ILUVW
language wherever possible, which meant that he was not keen to teach English 
grammar deductively wKHUHXVLQJLWZRXOGEHDOORZHG7KHWHDFKHU¶VMXVWLILFDWLRQ
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seemed to be alright but a question which might be raised concerns whether or 
not students could understand the meanings of new words and new grammar 
terms in all activities without using the L1.  
 
7HDFKHUXWLOL]HG/WRFKHFNVWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJDQGNQHZLWVHIIHFWV 
The findings showed that only Omar, Karima and Lila used L1 when they 
FKHFNHGWKHLUVWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJDOWKRXJKWKH\ZHUHQRWKDSS\DERXWXVLQJ
it. They can be assumed to have had sufficient knowledge about using L1. There 
is thus apparent incongruence between what these teachers actually did and 
WKHLU NQRZOHGJH DERXW XVLQJ / WR FKHFN VWXGHQWV¶ XQGHUVWDQGLQJ RI JUDPPDU
These teachers were aware that students can understand English grammar but 
they cannot communicate with each other in English if they do so regularly. For 
example, Lila said that ³8VLQJ WKH ILUVW ODQJXDJH LQ(QJOLVK OHVVRQVZLOO OHDG WR
poor levels of learning English and students will not be able to improve in such 
an atmosphere´. 
 
         Teacher did not utilize / WRFKHFNVWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJDQGNQHZ LWV
effects 
7KHUH ZDV DOVR LQFRQJUXHQFH EHWZHHQ WKH WHDFKHUV¶ SUDFWLFH DQG WKHLU
NQRZOHGJH DERXW XVLQJ / WR FKHFN VWXGHQWV¶ XQGHUVWDQGLng of grammar, 
particularly in the cases of Manal, Kalied, Sami, Elham and Tariq. This might 
have been expected because almost all of these teachers were categorized as 
more experienced teachers (see section 5.6.). These teachers were found that to 
teach English grammar both inductively and deductively in their classes. It 
seemed that these teachers did not use the /WRFKHFNVWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJ
EHFDXVHRI WKHLU LQGXFWLYHSUDFWLFHV.DOLHG IRU LQVWDQFH VDLG WKDW ³using L1 is 
important in some cases such as checking students understanding, this might be 
useful if the teacher was not sure students are understood at least the basic point 
of the lesson´. 
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Teacher exploited /WRFRUUHFWVWXGHQWV¶HUURUVDQGNQHZLWVHIIHFWV 
As revealed by the classroom observation and semi-structured interviews, there 
ZDV FRQJUXHQFH EHWZHHQ 2PDU .DULPD /LOD DQG (OKDP¶V SUDFWLFH DQG WKHLU
knowledge in terms of using the / ZKHQ WKH\ FRUUHFWHG WKHLU VWXGHQWV¶
grammatical errors. These teachers were observed to use the L1 to correct 
VWXGHQWV¶HUURUVDQGWKH\FOHDUO\NQHZDERXWWKLV7KHVHWHDFKHUVMXVWLILHGWKHLU
application of this technique by saying that they faced problems related to class 
size and the short duration of lessons. It is apparent that these teachers felt more 
confident when they taught lessons using the first language. In this case, 
according to these teachers, using the L1 may make their job easier in being able 
WRFRQWUROWKHFODVVURRPDQGDWWUDFWWKHVWXGHQWV¶DWWHQWLRQZKRFDQEHKHOSHGWR
understand the meaning of new words more quickly. 
 
7HDFKHUGLGQRWH[SORLW/WRFRUUHFWVWXGHQWV¶HUURUVDQGNQHZLWVHIIHFWV 
7KHUHZDVDSSDUHQW LQFRQJUXHQFHEHWZHHQVRPHRI WKH WHDFKHUV¶SUDFWLFHDQG
their knowledge about using L1 to deal with VWXGHQWV¶ JUDPPDWLFDO errors, 
particularly in the data obtained from Tariq, Kalied, Sami and Manal. All of these 
experienced teachers were not observed to use this technique of error correction. 
They gave different reasons as to why they did not apply this mode of correction 
(see section 6.2.5.2), but most concerned doing whatever they thought was 
useful for their students. They were in agreement that any wider use of the first 
language does not help students to be more confident.  
 
         Teacher adopted L1 to move from one activity to another and was aware of 
its effects 
The findings gained from classroom observation and semi-structured interviews 
reveal congruence between the WHDFKHUV¶SUDFWLFHDQGWKHLUNQRZOHGJHUHJDUGLQJ
using the L1 when they moved from one activity to another. Omar, Karima, 
Kalied, Lila and Elham did use this technique in class. In their interviews they all 
agreed that using the L1 at these stages of the lesson confirmed and increased 
WKHLU VWXGHQWV¶ XQGHUVWDQGLQJ. Omar, for example, justified his behaviour by 
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saying that ³WKH VWXGHQWV WKHPVHOYHV«, FDQ QRW PRYH WR DQRWKHU DFWLYLW\ XQWLO
evaluate them, if I found their response was weak then I use L1 to make the 
activity understandable´.  
 
          Teacher did not adopt L1 to move from one activity to another and was 
aware of its effects 
The findings showed that only a few of the teachers, Tariq, Sami and Manal, did 
not use the L1 when they moved from one activity to another in their grammar 
classes, although they all stated that they knew about the advantages and 
disadvantages of using the / 7KLV FDQ EH FRQILUPHG IURP 0DQDO¶V UHVSRQVH
when she said that ³, GR QRW XVH / EHIRUH WR PRYH WR QHZ DFWLYLW\ DOWKRXJK ,
NQRZXVLQJLWPD\OHDGWRFRQILUPVWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJRIJUDPPDU because 
they understood the activity in that stage´. This indicates that there was 
incongruence between the teachers¶ practice regarding this technique of using 
the L1 and their knowledge about it.  
 
        Teacher resorted to L1 when noticing that a student did not understand and 
knew its effects 
The analysis of the data revealed that almost all of the teachers, namely Omar, 
Karima, Kalied, Lila, Sami, Manal and Elham, were observed to use the L1 when 
they found their students had not understand what they meant in English. They 
used the / DV D WHFKQLTXH WR VRUW RXW WKHLU VWXGHQWV¶ GLIILFXOWLHV GXULQJ WKH
teaching of English grammar. What is more, these teachers reported that they 
knew about using the L1 to explain grammar items to help students to 
understand them more easily. All of these teachers agreed with the use of Arabic 
to encourage students to understand difficult concepts. For example, Sami said 
that ³7KLV LV RQO\ VLWXDWLRQ WKDW , EHOLHYH LV DSSURSULDWH WR XVH / LQ WHDFKLQJ
grammar´. In this case, it could be surmised that there was congruence between 
what the teachers actually did and their knowledge about using L1 to clarify 
grammar items. 
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         Teacher did not resort to L1 when noticing that a student did not 
understand and knew about it 
The findings from the classroom observation and semi-structured interviews 
showed that only Tariq was observed to not use L1 when students found it 
difficult to understand grammatical concepts. However, he expressed that he 
knew about this issue. There is apparently some incongruenFHEHWZHHQ7DULT¶V
practice and his knowledge about using the L1 to clarify grammar items. This 
teacher was asked to explain his reasons for not using the L1, and he said that ³,I
I did that, students may feel that learning grammar is difficult and they will not do 
their utmost to understand the rules in English´. The teacher was not observed 
use L1 at all in his practice, which confirms that he was keen to use inductive 
practices more than deductive ones in his classes.  
 
In summary, the analysis of the data evidenced ten types of relationship between 
WKH WHDFKHUV¶ SUDFWLFH DQG WKHLU NQRZOHGJH UHJDUGLQJ WKH XVH RI the L1 in 
teaching English grammar. There were five relationships of congruence and 
another five of incongruence. Most of the teachers were observed to use the L1 
to varying degrees when teaching English grammar, except for Tariq who was 
not observed to use it at all. It was noted that the L1 was used more by the less 
experienced teachers. All of these teachers, however, seemed to have sufficient 
knowledge of the benefits and disadvantages of using the L1 when teaching 
English grammar in L2 classrooms. They also had different reasons for their 
decisions to use it or not when they were teaching English grammar. 
 
         6.2,VVXH6L[7HDFKHUV¶3ractice and Knowledge of Checking Students 
Understanding and their Relationship  
7KH DQDO\VLV RI WKLV LVVXH IRFXVHV RQ WKH WHDFKHUV¶ SUDFWLFH DQG NQRZOHGJH
UHJDUGLQJ WKHFKHFNLQJRI WKHLU VWXGHQWV¶ XQGHUVWDQGLQJRIJUDPPDU in order to 
improve their learning of English grammar. Such checking is an ongoing process 
ZKLFK PD\ EH FRQGXFWHG DV 6XWWRQ  VD\V ³HYHU\ IHZ PLQXWHV´ The 
main findings obtained from the classroom observations and semi-structured 
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interviews are presented in tables 6.17 and 6.18. These findings are compared in 
order to understand the relationship between practice and knowledge as shown 
in table 6.19. 
   
6.2.6.1. Checking students understanding of grammar  
The findings gained from the classroom observations revealed that all of the 
WHDFKHUV LQ WKLV VWXG\ FKHFNHGVWXGHQWV¶ XQGHUVWDQGLQJRIJUDPPDU LQGLIIHUHQW
situations and using various techniques. The table below shows the main 
techniques the teachers used. These themes reflect how and when the teachers 
FKHFNHGWKHLUVWXGHQWV¶XQGerstanding.  
 
Table: 6.17. &KHFNLQJVWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJof grammar 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Engaging students in the process 
The findings revealed that all of the teachers engaged students in the checking 
process but in different ways. Firstly, certain teachers engaged students in 
discussions about their ideas. Tariq, Manal, Kalied and Sami were observed to 
ask students to present their ideas to the class and used their ideas as a basis 
for class discussion. For instance, Sami asked his students in the first 
observation session to volunteer. Then he chose two students to write two 
 
Action 
 
&KHFNLQJVWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJ of grammar 
 
1 Engaging students in the process 
2 Utilizing short quizzes 
3 Using feedback from students 
4 Exploiting the class vote 
5 UsinJWKHµWKLQN-pair-VKDUH¶WHFKQLTXH 
6 Considering the psychological state of students 
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sentences each on the board about the passive voice. After that he asked the 
whole class to work in pairs to discuss the sentences. This technique was 
apparently beneficial to students because it led them to engage actively with 
what they were studying. It also might help students to enjoy the subject more, 
understand more, remember more, learn more, and be more able to appreciate 
the relevance of what they learned. 
 
Secondly, in all the classes observed, the teachers were seen to adopt sentence 
completion, such as placing verbs in boxes and filling gaps. This was observed 
particularly when their students did not understand the meaning of words, and 
the technique was apparently used to identify whether or not their students had 
understood the activity. For example, Karima asked students to complete 
VHQWHQFHVUHODWHGWRXVLQJWKHUXOHRIµXVHGZRXOGand DYHUEIRUP¶DVIROORZV 
 
Complete: 
 
   tell     travel swim wake up   
 
Example: We would go fishing during the school holidays. 
1. In those days, people ------------------miles to get the nearest school. 
2. When I was child, we lived on a farm and I ---------------- to sound of the animals 
3. We -----------------in the sea and have picnics on the beach. 
4. My grandmother ------------------------us stories about her childhood. 
 
The extract above shows that this teacher was apparently aiming to check the 
VWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJXVLQJ WKHPLVVLQJZRUGVH[HUFLVH7KLVNLQGRISUDFWLFH 
PD\LPSURYHWKHVWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJHYHQWKRXJKLWVHHPVHDV\DQGTXLFN
to do, because they need to think about which is the most suitable word to put in 
WKHULJKWSODFH,WDOVRKHOSVWHDFKHUVWRLGHQWLI\WKHLUVWXGHQWV¶ZHDNQHVVHVDQG
to find out how well their students are progressing.  
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Utilizing short quizzes  
,Q7DULT6DPLDQG0DQDO¶VFODVVHVWKHDGRSWLRQRIVKRUWTXL]]HVZDVREVHUYHG
7KLV WHFKQLTXHRI FKHFNLQJVWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJZDVDSSOLHGXVLQJGLIIHUHQW
kinds of exercises; such as filling-in-the-blanks or open-ended or multiple-choice 
questions. These quizzes were used informally to gauge what students had 
learned about the content. Tariq, for example, wrote five uncompleted sentences 
on the board and asked the students individually to write the full sentences about 
the future incorporating something about themselves.  
 
The sentences were: 
1. ,KRSH««««««««««««««««« 
2. ,H[SHFW««««««««««««««««« 
3. ,GUHDG««««««««««««««««« 
4. ,ORRNIRUZDUGWR««««««««««««« 
5. ,VXVSHFW«««««««««««««««. 
 
The teacheU¶VVWUDWHJ\VHHPHG WREHDLPLQJ WRDFKLHYH WZR IXQFWLRQV7KH ILUVW
was to assess students informally to check their understanding and to know 
whether or not they understood the rule, and the second purpose was to 
encourage students to use the rule in communication. In contrast, this technique 
of checking students understanding was absent from the practice of Kalied, 
Elham, Karima, Lila and Omar. 
 
Using feedback from students 
Although the analysis of the data revealed that all of the teachers used student 
feedback as a sign of their understanding, Manal, Tariq and Sami were observed 
to try to understand more how their students were interpreting and making sense 
of what they were teaching. For example, Sami asked students to connect 
pictures to sentences. He asked students to guess something about the two 
pictures in the textbook in order to answer the questions that he wrote on the 
board.  
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The questions were: 
1. Why did the girl throw the shoes away? 
2. Was she thinking very clearly when she did this? Why (not)? 
3. Does she have the receipt for shoes? 
4. Why does the salesman apologize? 
5. Why does he want the receipt 
 
7KHWHDFKHUZDVWU\LQJWRVHHKLVRZQWHDFKLQJIURPKLVVWXGHQWV¶SHUVSHFWLYH,W
was observed that this technique was used particularly when students needed a 
different approach or further instruction, and so the teaching was adjusted 
accordingly. Employing such a strategy lets teachers know what has been done 
well, and what needed improvement, and provides specific suggestions for how 
to improve. 
 
Exploiting the class vote  
'XULQJ WKH FODVV WKH WHDFKHUV ZHUH FRQFHUQHG WR FKHFN WKHLU VWXGHQWV¶
understanding by asking them to vote, for example saying ³How many agree that 
the IROORZLQJVWDWHPHQWVDUHFRUUHFWRUQRW"´7KLV WHFKQLTXHZDVXVHGE\ Tariq 
only after finishing his explanations of the activities in his first class. On the board 
he wrote:   
 
1. I used to smoke, and I still do. 
2. He used to go to Australia for two months last year for his summer  
    holidays.   
3. He used to hate carrots, but he likes them now. 
4. My sister would work in a hospital.  
5. She used to live in Tripoli when she was a child. 
 
Although the teacher wrote the above sentences on the board, he did not ask the 
students to write their answers on the board, but rather asked them to vote in 
order to present their answers orally. This teacher seemed to have two aims. The 
first was to check whether or not students understood the activity and the second 
was to engage students in communication in making the final decision in their 
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vote. Thus, this type of technique apparently encouraged students to be more 
confident about participating in the classroom.  
 
8VLQJWKHµWKLQN-pair-VKDUH¶WHFKQLTXH 
According to the findings from the classroom observations, only two teachers 
from eight were oEVHUYHG WR XVH µWKLQN-pair-VKDUH¶ DV D VWUDWHJ\ WR FKHFN WKHLU
VWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJRIJUDPPDU7KHVHWHDFKHUVZHUH7DULTDQG6DPL7KLV
SKUDVH UHIHUV WR LQYROYLQJ VWXGHQWV LQ WKLQNLQJ DERXW WKH WHDFKHU¶V TXHVWLRQ
pairing off and discussing the question with a partner, and then sharing their 
answers with the whole class. For instance, Tariq asked students to work in pairs 
to write down two or three sentences using the present perfect tense. Then he 
DVNHGWKHPWRVKDUHZKDWWKH\KDGZULWWHQ7KHWHDFKHU¶s strategy was assumed 
to be beneficial for students because it prompted them to explain their thinking to 
each other. Other examples of showing their thinking might include explaining 
how someone with a different perspective might answer the question, and 
generating examples. Furthermore, this technique may help teachers with large 
classes because it can be modified to fit any class size in any situation. Students 
do not need to move from their seats and their discussions can still be guided. 
 
Considering the psychological state of students 
Throughout the classroom observation the teachers were observed to deal with 
the different behaviours of their students, particularly when they checked their 
VWXGHQWV¶ XQGHUVWDQGLQJ RI JUDPPDU The findings revealed that most of the 
teachers did not consider WKHLUVWXGHQWV¶SHUVRQDOcharacteristics. Karima, Kalied, 
Lila and Omar focused only on specific students and ignored those who were 
sitting at the back of the class when they were checking students understanding. 
This behaviour might not lead to effective learning because students who are 
LJQRUHGEHFRPHGHPRWLYDWHGDQGWKH\PLJKWQRWOLNHWKHWHDFKHU¶VFODVVHV2QH
of the most interesting findings was that it was observed that some quiet students 
never raised their hands when their teachers asked questions and did not 
participate until they were asked directly to do so. This kind of student can be 
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assumed to be shy, end may have known the answers but were unwilling to 
participate. However, other students were noted who were participating but failed 
WRDQVZHUWKHLUWHDFKHUV¶TXHVWLRQVZKHQDVNHGWRGRVR7KLVPD\LQGLFDWHWKDW
WKHXQGHUVWDQGLQJRIDVWXGHQW¶VSHUVRQDOcharacteristics is essential for teachers 
of English grammar in order for them to know how to deal with them in different 
situations.  
 
In contrast, it was observed that, LQ7DULT0DQDO(OKDPDQG6DPL¶VFODVVHVWKH
teachers did their utmost to engage all students in activities, even those who did 
not raise their hands. They were apparently more active, pushing students to 
participate by moving around among the students in their classes.  
 
To sum up this section, the findings indicate that different techniques of formative 
DVVHVVPHQW ZHUH XVHG LQ WKH WHDFKHUV¶ FODVVHV Differences and similarities 
between teachers in the use of these techniques were observed in terms of 
checking their students understanding of grammar items. There was also 
HYLGHQFHWKDWWKHVHWHFKQLTXHVRIFKHFNLQJVWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJZHUHDSSOLHG
in different ways, either deductively or inductively. It was also seen that the 
teachers would use these techniques of teaching at different times and in 
different situations during lessons. Furthermore, the data shows that most of the 
teachers did not move on to another activity until they had asked their students if 
they had any questions, or if there were any points about which they were 
unclear. 
 
6.27HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHDERXWFKHFNLQJVWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJ 
Although the findings obtained from the semi-structured interviews revealed that 
DOOWKHWHDFKHUVDJUHHGZLWKWKHLPSRUWDQFHRIFKHFNLQJVWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJ
of grammatical items as an important process in the teaching and learning of 
grammar they expressed various opinions about it. The findings also show that 
the teachers had thHLURZQVWUDWHJLHVRU WHFKQLTXHVIRUFKHFNLQJ WKHLUVWXGHQWV¶
understanding. Examples from the data are presented to demonstrate what they 
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knew in this regard. The main findings are summarised in themes, as shown in 
table 6.18. All of these are analysed in more detail below. 
 
Table: 6.187HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHRIFKHFNLQJVWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHDERXWengaging students in the process 
The data gained from the interviews showed that all the teachers stated that they 
knew about engaging students in the process of checking their understanding of 
grammar. The findings also revealed that the teachers had different aims when 
they applied this technique. Lila, Karima and Omar were in agreement, when, for 
example, Omar said that:  
                      I usually engage my students to the actives I teach. I would say the best 
method for checking students' understanding is by using gap texts, 
because it is easy to teach and helps students to check the grammar. I 
WKLQNJDSWH[WVDUHYHU\JRRGDWUHYHDOLQJVWXGHQWV¶DELOLW\ 
This teacher used this technique because it is easy and that is why he preferred 
it to other techniques when he said that it is the best method. However, he was 
apparently aware that the importance of filling text gaps was that it could be 
useful for students in using grammar correctly.  
 
Theme 7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHRIFKHFNLQJVWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJ of grammar 
1 7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHDERXW engaging students in the process 
2 7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHDERXW utilizing short quizzes 
3 7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHDERXW using feedback from students 
4 7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHDERXW exploiting a class vote 
5 7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHDERXW XVLQJWKHµWKLQN-pair-VKDUH¶WHFKQLTXH 
6 7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHDERXW considering the psychological state of students 
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The findings also revealed that Tariq, Elham, Sami, Manal and Kalied expressed 
similar opinions about engaging students when they wanted to check their 
understanding of grammar. For instance, Tariq said that ³LWLVP\UHVSRQVLELOLW\WR
make this kind of techniques lead to interactive activity and not just stop at filling 
the right grammar words´. This indicated that this teacher knew that engaging 
students in the lesson process could be applied in different ways. 
 
7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHDERXWutilizing short quizzes 
The analysis of the interview data reveals two different findings about quizzes. 
Certain teachers stated that they knew about the use of short quizzes as a 
VWUDWHJ\WRFKHFNVWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJRI(QJOLVKJUDPPDUTariq, Sami and 
Manal expressed in their interviews that they used this technique because they 
knew about its significance. For instance, Sami said that: 
                      I sometimes conduct a simple quiz at the end of the lesson to check 
whether the students have understood everything. I considered it as a 
proof to inform me what I achieved and what I need to improve to help 
students to understand the lesson.  
This teacher stated that he used this technique as a kind of formative 
assessment which might be helpful and useful for students in some situations. 
This technique may also encourage shy students to respond, because such 
students would not give answers unless they were examined formally or asked 
directly by their teachers. However, the findings evidenced that Elham, Lila, 
Kalied, Omar and Karima stated that they had no idea about using short quizzes 
DVDVWUDWHJ\WRFKHFNVWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJRI(QJOLVKJUDPPDU 
 
7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHDERXWusing feedback from students 
The analysis of the data obtained from the semi-structured interviews confirms 
WKDWDOO WKH WHDFKHUVVWDWHG WKDW WKH\NQHZDERXWXVLQJ WKHLUVWXGHQWV¶ IHHGEDFN
DV D WHFKQLTXH IRU FKHFNLQJ WKHLU VWXGHQWV¶ XQGHUVWDQGLQJ RI JUDPPDU )RU
example, Manal said: 
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                      I use different strategies to check their understanding, such as asking 
them questions about the rules. If they nod their heads, that gives me a 
clue that they have understood and that there is no need for repetition. 
Looking at the extract above, the teacher seems to have had her own strategy for 
checking that her students understood, which was by asking them direct 
questions. This teacher said that she knew whether or not her students 
understood the activities according to them nodding their heads. This may be 
assumed to be a useful technique, but ignores other students who do not use this 
kind of response. Nodding heads could be considered as an initial cue in 
feedback, although asking students in a more direct way may work with all 
students.  
 
7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHDERXWexploiting the class vote 
The interview data revealed that there were two different findings in terms of 
WHDFKHUV¶ NQRZOHGJHDERXWXVLQJ WKHFODVVYRWHDVD VWUDWHJ\ LQ FKHFNLQJ WKHLU
VWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJLQJUDPPDUFODVVHV2QO\WZRWHDFKHUVVWDWHGWKDWWKH\ 
knew about using this technique. These teachers were Sami and Tariq, who 
expressed different opinions about it. Tariq said that: 
                      I use this technique in order to know how much percentage of my lesson 
WKDW ,KDYHDFKLHYHG6WXGHQWV¶ Uesponse was used as a cue informing 
me that they understood the activity or not.  
Sami agreed with Tariq to some extent, giving a slightly different answer when he 
said that: 
                       I know about voting class, it is a technique which helps teachers to 
engage students into the activities to say their point views but I did it 
rarely I do know why, maybe I used other techniques to check their 
understanding.   
The two extracts above show that both teachers knew about using class votes as 
a technique of checking students understanding in teaching English grammar. 
Tariq can be assumed to have used it more than Sami. This was clear when 
Sami said he used this technique only rarely. In contrast, none of the other 
teachers in this study stated that they knew about using class votes at all.  
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7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHDERXWXVLQJWKHµWKLQN-pair-VKDUH¶WHFKQLTXH 
The findings from the semi-structured interviews with the eight teachers revealed 
WKDWQRQHRI WKHPVWDWHG WKDW WKH\NQHZDERXWXVLQJ WKH µWKLQN-pair-VKDUH¶DVD
WHFKQLTXHWRFKHFNVWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJ7KH\DOOH[SUHVVHGWKDW WKH\PLJKW
use it in one form or another but they did not know what it is called. This indicates 
that these teachers suffered from a lack of knowledge. 
 
          7HDFKHUV¶ NQowledge about considering the psychological state of 
students 
The analysis of the data gained from the semi-structured interviews with the eight 
teachers confirms that there were two different patterns. Most of the teachers 
expressed that they did not have a very good background knowledge about the 
importance of considering the psychological state of students, such as their 
emotions and motivation and personal characteristics. They were not aware of 
the important of such psychological knowledge. Kalied, Lila, Omar and Karima 
agreed that in the teacher of grammar they should always be serious with 
students, because if they were too friendly with them, they might not care about 
what their teachers said. This might be true, but not necessarily with all students. 
Some students like teachers to be friendly and then they feel more comfortable. 
In this case, such students would enjoy classes and may participate more in 
them. These teachers were asked to say why, when they were observed, they 
did not focus on all the students in a similar way, particularly during checking 
VWXGHQWV¶ XQGHUVWDQGLQJ. Omar and Lila were in agreement with Karima when 
she said that, ³WKHUHDUHVWXGHQWVZKRDUHKDSS\WREHDOZD\VTXLHWDQGLVRODWHG
therefore I usually ignored them´, .DOLHG¶V response was slightly different when 
KHVDLG WKDW ³this is always occurred in the classes and I think it is not only the 
responsibility of the teachers, students also required to push themselves to be 
engage in the activities´. 
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In contrast, the other teachers, Manal, Tariq, Elham and Sami, supported the 
idea of teachers being friendly and patient with students. The findings showed 
that these teachers assumed that they had knowledge about the psychological 
state of students and how they should deal with them. Sami said that: 
                       I know that students need a teacher with strong character and in the 
same time flexible with them. It is very easy to make students like the 
subject you teach and it is also easy to make them hate it.   
In the extract above the teacher seemed to have knowledge about what kind of 
character the teacher should have. This was clear when he described the 
WHDFKHU¶Vcharacter DVDQHVVHQWLDO IDFWRU+HHPSKDVL]HG WKH WHDFKHU¶V UROH LQ
the class when he said the teacher is responsible for making students like or hate 
the subject s/he teaches.  
 
In summary, the findings gained from the interviews revealed that the teachers 
expressed a variety of opinions in stating their knowledge about using formative 
assessment in order to FKHFNWKHLUVWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJRI(QJOLVKJUDPPDU
Teachers sometimes agreed and sometimes disagreed in relation to employing 
each technique for FKHFNLQJ VWXGHQWV¶ XQGHUVWDQGLQJ 7KH PRVW VLJQLILFDQW
finding was that all the teachers were aware that FKHFNLQJ VWXGHQWV¶
understanding led to improvements in achievement and in WKH WHDFKHU¶V
performance.  
 
         6.2.6.3. The relationship between teachers¶ practice and their knowledge 
about checking students¶ understanding. 
From the classroom observation and semi-structured interview data eleven types 
RI UHODWLRQVKLS ZHUH IRXQG EHWZHHQ WKH WHDFKHUV¶ SUDFWLFH DQG WKHLU NQRZOHGJH
regarding the checking of VWXGHQWV¶ understanding of grammar. Ten of these 
relationships involved congruence and the other one incongruence between 
practice and knowledge. All of these relationships are presented in table 6.19. 
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    Table: 6.19. The relationship between teachers¶ practice and their knowledge 
about checking students¶ understanding 
 
 
 
           Teacher engaged students in the process and knew about it 
7KH UHVXOWV FRQILUP WKDW WKHUH ZDV FRQJUXHQFH EHWZHHQ DOO RI WKH WHDFKHUV¶
practice and their knowledge in terms of engaging students in the process of the 
lessons. All of the teachers were observed to engage their students in order to 
achieve their aims, and they all expressed in their interviews that they knew 
about this as a technique of checking the VWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJRIJUDPPDU
Relationship Teachers 
N ; Congruence Incongruence (x) Manal Kalid Tariq Sami Lila Elham Karima Omar 
1 
Teacher engaged students in the process and knew about it 9 9 9 9 9 9 9  9 
2 Teacher  utilized short quizzes and knew about it 9 - 9  9    -      - - - 
3 Teacher did not utilize short quizzes and did not know about it - 9 -      - 9 9 9  9 
4 Teacher used feedback from students and knew about it  9 9 9 9 9 9 9  9 
5 Teacher exploited the class vote and knew about  it - - 9 - - - - - 
6 Teacher did not exploit class votes and knew about it - - - 9 - - - - 
7 Teacher did not exploit class votes and did not know about it 9 9 - - 9 9 9  9 
8 7HDFKHUXVHGWKHµWKLQN-pair-VKDUH¶WHFKQLTXHDQGZDVQRW
aware of it 
- -     x x - - - - 
9 7HDFKHUGLGQRWXVHWKHµWKLQN-pair-VKDUH¶WHFKQLTXHDQGZDVQRW
aware of it 
9 9     - - 9 9 9  9 
10 Teacher considered the psychological state of students and 
knew about it 
9 - 9 9 - 9 - - 
11 Teacher  did not consider the psychological state of students 
and did not know about it 
- 9 - - 9 x    - 9  9  
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Lila, for example, was observed to engage her students by asking them to do 
various activities and she expressed that she knew about using this technique 
when she said that ³,HQJDJHGP\VWXGHQWVE\DVNLQJ WKHPVRPHTXHVWLRQV LQ
order to HQKDQFHWKHLUXQGHUVWDQGLQJDQGLGHQWLI\LQJWKHLUOHDUQLQJQHHGV´ 
 
           Teacher utilized short quizzes and knew about it 
There was congruence between only three RI WKH WHDFKHUV¶ SUDFWLFH DQG WKHLU
knowledge about adopting short quizzes during the teaching of English grammar 
DVDWHFKQLTXHRIFKHFNLQJWKHLUVWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJ7DULT, Manal and Sami 
were observed to use short quizzes when they taught grammar and they used it 
DVDVWUDWHJ\WRFKHFNWKHLUVWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJ7KH\DOVRVWDWHGWKDW WKH\
knew about using it. Tariq, for example, said that ³$GRSWLQJVKRUWTXL]]HVLQRUGHU
WR FKHFN VWXGHQWV¶ XQGHUVWDQGLQJ VDYes time and it helps to introduce the 
VWUHQJWKVDQGZHDNQHVVRIVWXGHQWVLQIRUPDOO\LQOLPLWHGWLPH´ 
 
           Teacher did not utilize short quizzes and did not know about it 
From the analysis of the data, it was clear that there was congruence between 
the practice of Kalied, Lila, Karima, Omar and Elham and their knowledge about 
adopting short quizzes as technique for checking VWXGHQWV¶ XQGHUVWDQGLQJ RI
grammar. None of these teachers were observed to use them in their classes, 
and they all stated in their interviews that they did not know about it as a strategy 
WR FKHFN VWXGHQWV¶ XQGHUVWDQGLQJ 2PDU VDLG WKDW ³, KDYH QR LGHD DERXW LW
although I made exams to assess students achievements after each two weeks 
not in the same day of explain the current lesson´. This teacher can be assumed 
to have had knowledge about other types of assessment but suffered from a lack 
of awareness of the formative type of assessment of using to improve their 
understanding. 
 
           Teacher used feedback from students and knew about it  
The data gained from the classroom observations and interviews revealed that all 
of the teachers used their VWXGHQWV¶ IHHGEDFN DV D VWUDWHJ\ WR FKHFN WKHLU
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understanding of grammar, and they all expressed that they knew about using 
this method in teaching English grammar. This indicates that there was 
congruence between what these teachers did and what they knew about this 
technique. 
 
           Teacher exploited the class vote and knew about it 
)URPWKHFRPSDULVRQEHWZHHQ WKH WHDFKHUV¶SUDFWLce and their knowledge, only 
one participant, Tariq, used this technique to check his VWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJ
in grammar classes and also stated that he knew about using this technique. 
Thus there was congruence between his practice and knowledge regarding the 
use of the FODVV YRWH DV D VWUDWHJ\ WR FKHFN KLV VWXGHQWV¶ XQGHUVWDQGLQJ RI
grammar. This may also indicate that this teacher had sufficient knowledge about 
involving students in formative assessment.  
 
           Teacher did not exploit the class vote and knew about it 
7KHILQGLQJVUHYHDOHGWKDWWKHUHZDVLQFRQJUXHQFHEHWZHHQ6DPL¶VSUDFWLFHDQG
KLVNQRZOHGJH LQWHUPVRIXVLQJ WKHFODVVYRWHDVDVWUDWHJ\ WRFKHFNVWXGHQWV¶
understanding of grammar. He was observed to not use class votes, while he 
stated in his interview that he knew about it. It seems rather serious to find 
teachers who have knowledge but do not apply it when they teach.  
 
           Teacher did not exploit the class vote and did not know about it 
Most of the teachers in this study, namely Manal, Kalied, Lila, Karima, Omar and 
Elham, were not observed to use the class vote as a strategy to assess their 
VWXGHQWV¶ XQGHUVWDQGLQJ DQG WKH\ DOVR VWDWHG WKDW WKH\ GLG QRW NQRZ DERXW
employing this technique when teaching grammar. For example, Karima said that 
³this first time to hear about class vote and therefore I did not use it in my 
grammar classes´. This indicated that there was congruence between the 
WHDFKHUV¶SUDFWLFHDQGWKHLUNQRZOHGJHUHJDUGLQJDVNLQJVWXGHQWVWRYRWHLQFODVV
This implies that these teachers need to be more up to date with methods of 
teaching English grammar. 
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Teacher used the µWKLQN-pair-VKDUH¶WHFKQLTXHDQGGLGQRWDZDUHRILW 
The analysis of the data revealed the only Tariq and Sami were observed to use 
the think-pair-VKDUHPHWKRGZKHQWKH\FKHFNHGWKHLUVWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJRI
grammar; however, they expressed that they were not aware of using it 
specifically WR FKHFN WKHLU VWXGHQWV¶ XQGHUVWDQGLQJ 7KLV PHDQV WKDW WKHUH ZDV
some incongruence between what they actually did and what they stated that 
they knew about using this strategy. Neither of these teachers gave any 
information that they knew about this technique of assessment.   
 
         Teacher did not use the µWKLQN-pair-VKDUH¶WHFKQLTXHDQGZHUHQRWDZDUe of 
it 
The findings gained from the observation and interview revealed that Manal, 
Kalied, Lila, Karima, Omar and Elham were not observed to use the think-pair-
VKDUHVWUDWHJ\ WR FKHFN WKHLU VWXGHQWV¶ XQGHUVWDQGLQJ LQJUDPPDUFODVVHVDQG
they also stated that they did not know about it. This congruence between the 
WHDFKHUV¶ SUDFWLFH DQG WKHLU NQRZOHGJH was expected, because most of these 
teachers were categorized among the less experienced teachers (see table 5.1). 
 
Teacher considered the psychological state of students and knew about it 
It is noteworthy that Elham, Manal, Sami and Tariq were observed to consider 
the psychological state of their students when they assessed them informally 
during grammar classes, and they stated that they had knowledge about this. 
There was therefore congruence between what these teachers actually did and 
what they stated that they knew about considering the psychological state of 
students, particularly when they checked their grammar understanding. This was 
confirmed in several relevant examples as presented in sections 6.2.6.1 and 
6.2.6.2.  
 
242 
 
         Teacher did not consider the psychological state of students and did not 
know about it 
7KHILQGLQJVVKRZWKDW WKHUHZDVDOVRFRQJUXHQFHEHWZHHQWKHRWKHU WHDFKHUV¶
practice and WKHLU NQRZOHGJH DERXW SD\LQJ DWWHQWLRQ WR VWXGHQWV¶ HPRWLRQs, 
motivation or personal characteristics. Kalied, Lila, Karima and Omar were 
observed to not consider the psychological state of their students, and they all 
stated that they did not care about these issues, particularly when they checked 
WKHLU VWXGHQWV¶ XQGHUVWDQGLQJ RI JUDPPDU $OWKRXJK WKHVH WHDFKHUV SURYLGHG
different reasons as justifications for their behaviour, it can be assumed that they 
suffered from a lack of pedagogical knowledge which informs teachers how to 
deal with students when they teach English in general and grammar in particular.   
    
6.3. SUMMARY OF THE CHAPTER 
In this chapter aspects of practice and knowledge among the eight teachers have 
been described and the extent to which the teachers' practices reflected their 
knowledge in their grammar classes have been identified. The results presented 
above were obtained from analysis of the data from the classroom observation 
and semi-structured interviews. Grounded theory was used to inform the analysis 
was (see section 5.11), and the findings show that most teachers were observed 
to teach grammar both deductively and inductively, and sometimes the same 
teachers used both methods in the same classes. That is, they taught grammar 
eclectically. Moreover, the interviews with teachers showed that they had various 
levels of knowledge regarding the teaching of English grammar.  
 
This study offers a very complex model of the relationship between EFL 
teachers¶ practice and knowledge in teaching English grammar. Each type of 
relationship found might involve congruence or incongruence between the 
WHDFKHUV¶ SUDFWLFH DQG WKHLU NQRZOHGJH RI VWUDWHJLHV LQ WHDFKLQJ JUDPPDU The 
findings show that more congruent than incongruent relationships between 
practice and knowledge in teaching grammar were found in this study. This does 
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not, however, necessarily indicate that the participants taught well in their classes 
or that they had sufficient knowledge about teaching grammar. 
 
The following chapter discusses the main findings of the study in the light of the 
existing literature. The results gained from the classroom observation and semi-
structured interviews allow the development of a more accurate picture of the 
teachers' methods in teaching English grammar as a foreign language, and so 
the discussion in the next chapter draws mainly on the data obtained from the 
eight teachers. 
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CHAPTER SEVEN 
DISCUSSION OF THE FINDINGS 
7.1. INTRODUCTION 
As explained in Chapter One, this study set out to find out how English grammar 
was taught and what teachers stated that they knew about teaching it. It also 
aimed to discover the relationship between such knowledge and practice. In 
Chapter Six the results of the analysis of data were provided. In this chapter, the 
findings which emerged from the analysis are interpreted and discussed. The 
focus of interpretation is to relate the findings to the original research questions 
and to the existing literature and previous research studies (see chapters three 
and four for more detail).  
 
This chapter is divided into three sections according to the aims of the study. It 
discusses how teachers taught grammar (RQ1). The teachers' knowledge about 
grammar teaching in the context of a Libyan secondary school is presented in 
order to answer (RQ2) in section 7.4. A more detailed discussion then follows of 
the contribution made by this study to a theoretical understanding of teacher 
cognition and the teaching of grammar, which considers the relationship between 
practice and knowledge (RQ3).  A brief summary of the chapter is also given. 
 
7.2. RESEARCH QUESTIONS REVISITED 
This study aimed to answer the following research questions:  
1. What do teachers of English in Libyan secondary schools actually do in 
their classrooms in relation to the teaching and learning of grammar? 
2. What do teachers of English in Libyan secondary schools state that they 
know about the teaching and learning of grammar? 
3. What is the relationship between what teachers of English in Libyan 
secondary schools actually do and what they state that they know about 
the teaching and learning of grammar?  
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7.3. RESEARCH QUESTION ONE  
         What do teachers of English in Libyan secondary schools actually do in their 
classrooms in relation to the teaching and learning of grammar? 
 
The results in the previous chapter illustrated what the teachers actually did in 
their classrooms during the teaching of English grammar. Variations in the 
WHDFKHU¶VUROHZKLOHWHDFKLQJJUDPPDUZHUHREVHUYHGLQWKLVVWXG\7KHILQGLQJV
revealed that grammar was taught deductively, inductively and eclectically to 
different degrees in individual classrooms. The following sections discuss the 
PDLQILQGLQJVUHODWHGWRWHDFKHUV¶FODVVURRPSUDFWLFHDVGHVFULEHGLQ&KDSWHU6L[
in order to answer the first research question. 
 
7.3.1. Teaching English Grammar Deductively 
As mentioned in Chapter Three, the teaching of grammar in English as a second 
language is still a controversial issue (Thornbury, 1999; Hedge, 2000; Huang, 
2005; Ur, 2009 & Savage et al,. 2010). It was seen that there is no best way to 
teach grammar which is appropriate for all contexts. The findings reveal that 
most of the teachers used deductive more than inductive methods when they 
were teaching English grammar (see sections 6.2.1.1, 6.2.2.1, 6.2.3.1, 6.2.4.1, 
6.2.5.1 and 6.2.6.1). Certain teachers, particularly among those categorized as 
less experienced (see table 5.1), mostly adopted traditional methods in teaching 
grammar. These teachers taught grammar as a product and focused on giving 
students a clear and explicit framework for the language, and in this they reflect 
arguments for teaching grammar in this way (Krashen, 1982; Ellis, 1995; Borg, 
1999b; Widodo, 2006 & Ur, 2009). This way of teaching did not lead to interactive 
practices, because the teachers failed to make connections between language 
forms such as grammatical terms and structures and communicative skills. They 
did not create any situations through which grammatical rules might be 
contextualized, so that their students would be able to use them in similar 
VLWXDWLRQV RXWVLGH WKHFODVVURRP &RQVHTXHQWO\ WKH VWXGHQWV¶ SDUWLFLSDWLRQ ZDV
limited to answering questions directly from the textbook or those which were 
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raised by the teacher. This implies that those teachers were affected by 
behaviourist views (Derbyshire, 1999) where learners are expected to be more 
passive (Pollard et al., 2005). 
 
The findings also showed that the teachers who used deductive methods 
corrected errors in order to emphasise accuracy and the correct form rather than 
PHDQLQJV7KLVJRHVDJDLQVW-RKQVRQ¶VDUJXPHQWWKDWZHGRQRWQHHG
to worry when a learner makes an error". The less experienced teachers were 
observed to be slightly nervous and anxious; that is perhaps why they responded 
to errors very quickly. During the classroom observations, these teachers 
immediately corrected all errors, which means that they did not provide students 
with any options or enough explanation for them to overcome their immediate 
difficulties. This technique of teacKLQJGHFUHDVHVWKHVWXGHQWWHDFKHUV¶H[SRVXUH
to the English language in the classroom, and does not help them to develop 
communication skills. This indicates that these teachers were suffering from a 
lack of knowledge of the language. Nevertheless they were not working in line 
ZLWK/RFKWPDQ¶VDGYLFHWKDWLWLVEHWWHULIWHDFKHUVGRQRWXVHGLUHFWHUURU
correction techniques, because this might help students to be more confident 
when they are learning grammar. 
 
In addition, when adopting deductive methods of teaching, the teachers were 
also observed to provide students with feedback. Most of this feedback was 
QHJDWLYH )RU H[DPSOH FHUWDLQ WHDFKHUV ZHUH REVHUYHG WR UHMHFW VWXGHQWV¶
answers and punish them, particularly when correcting their errors or checking 
their understanding. Motivating students and keeping them interested was 
ignored and appeared to be the key problem that these teachers faced. Students 
in this case are unlikely to enjoy learning grammar, and they may say they have 
understood the lesson just so that their teachers will finish the lesson, and they 
ZRQ¶W KDYH WR GR DQ\ PRUH JUDPPDU %XW UHDOO\ WKH\ KDYH QRW XQGHUVWRRG
anything. According to Daines et al. (2006), feedback informs students about their 
achievements and it can be assumed to be beneficial in learning English. 
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However, it might lead to undesired results if it is provided in the way that it was 
observed during the classroom observation. Negative feedback might decrease 
VWXGHQWV¶PRWLYDWLRQLQOHDUQLQJ'HFLHWDO7KHUHIRUHLWLVEHVWWRXVH³D
mixture of implicit and explicit feedback types that are both input based and 
output based´(OOLV2). 
 
The findings from observations confirmed that the teachers used the L1 to 
varying degrees when they were teaching English grammar. Similarities between 
the more and less experienced teachers were very clear in terms of when they 
IRXQGLWDSSURSULDWHWRXVHWKHLUVWXGHQWV¶/DOWKRXJKWKHUHZHUHGLIIHUHQFHVLQ
some situations. It is quite clear from the findings that the more and less 
experienced teachers differed in their levels of knowledge about the use of 
VWXGHQWV¶/ZKHQ WHDFKLQJ(QJOLVKJUDPPDU7KH LQWHUHVWLQJSRLQW LV WKDW WKHLU
classroom practice indicated that all of the less experienced teachers followed 
the same pattern of using L1 when they were teaching English grammar, 
whereas the more experienced teachers worked differently in certain situations, 
although again they all used L1 when they noticed that students were finding it 
difficult to understand a point, or were confused about a rule. The reason for this 
PLJKW EH WKDW WKH\ IRXQG ³GLIILFXOWLHV LQ XVLQJ (QJOLVK IRU FRPPXQLFDWLRQ´
(Rababah, 2003:16). Certain of the less experienced teachers were noted to 
summarize grammar rules in Arabic in order to help the students to understand 
them more easily. Those teachers considered the use of L1 as an important 
factor which cannot be ignored and, along with Borg (1998), Berry (2008) argued 
WKDW WHDFKHUV¶ FODVVURRP SUDFWLFHV DUH JXLGHG E\ WKHLU SHUVRQDO EHOLHIV DQd 
attitudes. However, it can be argued that this technique of using L1 has 
disadvantages, because, for example, helping students to build their knowledge 
of L2 from their knowledge of the L1 does not help in many situations. Another 
interesting finding was that one of the more experienced teachers did not use L1 
DW DOO LQ FODVV 7KLV WHDFKHU¶V SUDFWLFH FRQWUDVWHG ZLWK WKDW RI WKH RWKHU OHVV
experienced teachers, who used it rather too much, albeit to varying degrees, 
when they were teaching English grammar.  
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The results also revealed that the teachers who used deductive methods used 
VLPLODU VWUDWHJLHV IRU FKHFNLQJ WKHLU VWXGHQWV¶ XQGHUVWDQGLQJ 7KHVH WHFKQLTXHV
did not lead to interactive activities, and so may not have helped the students to 
apply their knowledge of grammar to their language use. This is because the 
students would tend to pay more attention to memorising the content of these 
subjects rather than investing this effort in developing their communication skills 
independently. For example, students were asked to complete sentences in 
order to investigate whether or not they had learned what had been taught and 
these sentences were already structured. However, they were also observed to 
FKHFNVWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJWKURXJKRXWHDFKDFWLYLW\ZKLFK is useful for their 
learning. This can interpreted as a positive strategy in class. Sutton (1992:3) 
stated that without continuous assessment teachers could not manage their task 
effectively. It can also be argued that this kind of activity and its timing helps 
WHDFKHUVWREHFRPHDZDUHRIVWXGHQWV¶HUURUVDQGWRWHVWKRZZHOOWKHLUVWXGHQWV
are learning. However, it does not help students to be independent learners 
(Savage et al., 2010).  
 
7.3.2. Teaching English Grammar Inductively 
Grammar and communication complement each other in effective language use 
(Dickens & Woods, 1988; Celce-Murcia, 1991; Fotos & Ellis, 1991; Fotos, 1994b; 
Ellis, 2006; Brown, 2007; Barnard & Scampton, 2008; Ur, 2009 & Savage, et al., 
2010). However the teachers in this study mainly used deductive methods, 
whereas differences between them were also observed whenever inductive 
methods were practised. The teachers organized certain classroom activities so 
as to achieve the objectives of the learning process inductively. This means that 
they adopted constructivist learning theory where WKH VWXGHQW ZRXOG ³OHDUQ
through an interaction between thinking and experience, and through the 
VHTXHQWLDO GHYHORSPHQW RI PRUH FRPSOH[ FRJQLWLYH VWUXFWXUHV´ 3ROODUG et al., 
2005:145). It can be argued that the success of many classroom activities 
depends on good organization and the students knowing exactly what they are 
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doing. This can be achieved when teachers tell the students what they are going 
to talk about, give clear instructions about exactly what their tasks are, get the 
activity going and then organize feedback when the activity is over. However, this 
requires students to possess certain qualities and special skills in order to be 
able to perform these tasks properly (Cotterall, 1995). A lot of time can be wasted 
if the teachers give students conflicting or confusing instructions. In particular, as 
with guided practice, certain teachers in this study were observed to avoid 
interrupting students during teaching, which could reduce the need for students 
to negotiate and adjust their language when there was a misunderstanding. This 
leads VWXGHQWVWR³DFTXLUHWKHVNLOOVZKLFKWKH\QHHGWRFRPPXQLFDWHHIIHFWLYHO\
RXWVLGHWKHFODVVURRP´%URZQ The main purpose of monitoring at the 
communicative stage is to identify problems students encounter as they do the 
activity in order to determine the need for follow-up, for example in error 
correction activities (Savage et al., 2010).  
 
In inductive activities, certain teachers in this study tended to help students not 
only to develop their knowledge of grammar but also to ease their learning task. 
For example, they used grammatical terms to describe a process, while others 
linked grammatical terms with pictures and sought to connect terms with their 
usage. They focused on the form and its meaning at the same time in some 
VLWXDWLRQV7KHUHDVRQIRU WKLVPLJKWEHDV%HUU\VDLG WKDW ³WKHUH LV
HYLGHQFHWKDWRQHRIWKHPDMRUGHWHUPLQDQWVRIWHUPLQRORJ\XVHLVWKHWHDFKHUV¶
RZQ EDFNJURXQG´ 7KLV PLJKW EH WUXH KHUH VLQFH WKH WHDFKHU¶V EDFNJURXQG LV
very important not only when teaching metalanguage but in teaching English in 
general. This means that these teachers appeared to have adopted more 
relaxed, informal methods of teaching grammar. This is in accordance with 
6WHUQ¶VDUJXPHQWWKDWVWXGHQWVVKRXOGdiscover rules by themselves rather 
than being told in advance what the rule is. This also gives rise to the implication 
that these particular teachers were adopting inductive methods in their teaching 
(Cameron, 2001). Inductive methods usually provide more engagement in 
classroom activities, which is considered to be essential in L2 classes.   
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7KH ILQGLQJV REWDLQHG UHYHDOHG D JUHDWHU IRFXV RQ FRUUHFWLQJ VWXGHQWV¶ HUURUV
which is supporteG E\ 6DYDJH HW DO¶V  ILQGLQJV LQ ZKLFK WKH\
UHFRPPHQGHGFRUUHFWLQJVWXGHQWV¶JUDPPDWLFDOHUURUVHLWKHURYHUWO\RULQGLUHFWO\
However, it is generally better to wait and deal with any problems during the 
feedback stage. This issue was investigated bHFDXVH ³LQ IRUHLJQ ODQJXDJH
OHDUQLQJHUURUFRUUHFWLRQKDVEHFRPHRQHRI WKH LPSRUWDQW WHDFKLQJSURFHVVHV´
(Fang & Xue-mei, 2007:10). In particular, the analysis of the data revealed that 
more experienced teachers used more varied techniques in the correction of 
students' grammatical errors while using inductive methods than did the less 
experienced teachers. These techniques varied from indirect to direct error 
FRUUHFWLRQ %RWK VHWV RI WHDFKHUV FRQILUPHG WKDW WKH\ FRUUHFWHG WKHLU VWXGHQWV¶
grammatical errors immediately in certain situations, but to do so they used 
different techniques. The more experienced teachers were observed to be less 
nervous and anxious, which is perhaps why they gave students more chance to 
think about their answers. These teachers were more concerned with 
communication, which can be achieved without linguistic accuracy, and 
encouraged student participation rather than immediate error correction, whereas 
less experienced teachers used immediate and direct intervention when errors 
arose. Brown (2001) considered errors to be a signal for teachers to discover 
ZKHWKHU RU QRW VWXGHQWV XQGHUVWDQG D UXOH 7KH\ DUH ³ZLQGRZV WR D OHDUQHU
V
internalised understanding of the second language, and therefore they give the 
teacher something observable to react to" (p, 66).  However, when correcting 
individual students, we need to consider the background and confidence of the 
learner in determining whether to correct errors overtly. Therefore, it can be 
argued that teachers of grammar should encourage their students to interact with 
them, in order that they might not feel embarrassed or upset when the teacher 
corrects their grammatical errors.  
 
In terms of providing students with feedback while teaching grammar inductively, 
the findings revealed that almost all of the more experienced teachers and one 
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less experienced teacher used three types of positive feedback. They repeated 
VWXGHQWV¶DQVZHUVPRWLYDWHGWKHPWRSDUWLFLSDWHE\XVLQJXWWHUDQFHVVXFKDVµZHOO
GRQH¶µWKDQNV¶µWKDQN\RX¶µJRRG¶µexceOOHQW¶DQGµDOOULJKW¶DQGused both words 
and gestures to help them to attempt to answer. These techniques increase the 
self-confidence of students and provide them with more incentive to learn about 
English grammar because they see that their teachers are satisfied with their 
answers. Using these techniques may also help students to learn to correct 
themselves outside the classroom as well. The findings of this study in this 
respect concur with those of Muranoi (2000) which indicated that implicit 
feedbaFN LV PRVW OLNHO\ WR EH PRUH HIIHFWLYH EXW FRQIOLFW ZLWK (OOLV¶  
FRQFOXVLRQWKDW³WKHUHLVVRPHHYLGHQFHWKDWH[SOLFLWIHHGEDFNLVPRUHHIIHFWLYHLQ
ERWKHOLFLWLQJWKHOHDUQHU¶VLPPHGLDWHFRUUHFWXVHRIWKHVWUXFWXUHDQGLQHOLFLWLQJ
subsequent FRUUHFWXVH´ 
 
In order to convey a meaningful message and express their opinions clearly 
without any ambiguity, students require enough knowledge of grammar to enable 
them to communicate with others without the need for rule-searching hesitations 
or pauses. Therefore, students themselves are also a contributory factor in 
making teachers hesitant to try out the inductive approach. Savage et al. (2010: 
DUJXHGWKDW³ZKLOHVWXGHQWVDUHZRUNLQJRQWKHLURZQWKHWHDFKHUFLUFXODWHV
to check that students are doing the task correctly and assists them as needed, 
LQFOXGLQJ FRUUHFWLQJ LQGLYLGXDO VWXGHQWV¶ HUURUV LQ JUDPPDU DQG SURQXQFLDWLRQ´
&HUWDLQWHDFKHUVLQWKLVVWXG\ZHUHREVHUYHGWRFKHFNVWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJRI
grammar tasks and when they found only one or two students who were not sure 
of what to do, quietly explained the task to them. However, if a lot of the students 
were having problems, they stopped the activity and explained it again to the whole 
class. This tactic was recommended by Hedge (2000), and these teachers 
applied different techniques, such as using feedback from students, exploiting 
the class vote, using WKH µWKLQN-pair-VKDUH¶ WHFKQLTXH DQG FRQVLGHULQJ WKH
psychological state of students. All of these methods were used in order to 
understand more how their students were interpreting and making sense of what 
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they were teaching, and students were encouraged to be more confident about 
participating in the classroom. However, none of the techniques of exploiting the 
class vote, using WKH µWKLnk-pair-VKDUH¶ WHFKQLTXH DQG FRQVLGHULQJ WKH
psychological state of students have been reported in previous studies (see 
sections 3.6 and 4.6). This pattern implies that these teachers created a balance 
between fluency and accuracy. Furthermore, given all the different techniques 
that these teachers used, it can be said that they had good background 
knowledge, such as from their own teaching experience, which was very helpful 
$UÕR÷XO$PRUHGHWDLOHGGLVFXVVLRQRIWKLVLVSURYLGHGLQVHFWLRQVDQG
7.5. 
 
As mentioned earlier, the findings of this study revealed that the teachers were 
observed to monitor grammar activities inductively in certain situations by asking 
the students to work alone, in pairs or in groups. During these activities, the 
teacher's role was to monitor the class and guide them to achieve the goals. 
These teachers were also observed to demonstrate the activities and then ask 
the students if they had understood the task.  This means that these teachers 
were keen to apply constructivist methods, where the teacher is seen as a guide 
to students showing them the key points of the task (Brown, 2007). Moreover, the 
WHDFKHU¶s role in class is to stimulate the students to interact with each other as 
well as with the teacher, in order to improve their comprehension. This means 
WKDW WKHVWXGHQWV¶ UROHDFFRUGLQJ WR WKH WKHRU\RIFRQVWUXFWLYLVP LVYHU\DFWLYH
cooperative and independent (Pollard et al., 2005 & Xiangui, 2005). 
&RQVHTXHQWO\ WKHFODVV³LV WKHQ OHDUQHU-centred, which gives the students more 
RSSRUWXQLWLHV WR OHDUQ´ %URZQ$IWHUDOO ³VWXGHQWVDUH WKHRQO\RQHV
ZKRFDQDFWXDOO\GRWKHOHDUQLQJ´*ULIILWKV 2004: 2).  
 
7.3.3. Teaching English Grammar Eclectically 
In teaching English grammar, it can be argued that there is no best method which 
is appropriate in all contexts, so that a combination of methods may often be the 
right solution (Richard & Rodgers, 2001). The findings of the study addressed the 
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issues of teaching grammar deductively and inductively. They partly concur with 
those of Collinson (1996) in that, although teachers may implement different 
principles of behaviourism and constructivism, one of these paradigms is always 
more central. These teachers were observed to change their methods of 
teaching according to the requirements of the teaching and learning task, or to 
conduct activities such as revising previous lessons or recycling language items 
that students were used to hearing in class. These teaching techniques may 
FRQWULEXWH WR VWXGHQWV¶ ODQJXDJH GHYHORSPHQW &DPHURQ  &RQGXFWLQJ
such techniques is not easy because teaching and learning involve complex role 
change for teachers and students (Zion & Slezak, 2005). 
 
This study also revealed that certain teachers, particularly among those who 
were more experienced, were observed to use mentoring activities as scaffolding 
to make their grammar teaching more effective and useful (Azar, 2007).  Such 
strategies can be used to give students more chance to learn the language 
successfully by providing them with a productive working atmosphere in the 
classroom and developing a good relationship with them as well as recognising 
that they have different problems and needs (Doff, 1997: 283). However, if any of 
these qualities or skills in teaching grammar inductively are lacking, this will make 
their facilitator role more complex and demanding. This is because WKHWHDFKHUV¶
communicative competence is a major challenge encountered during their 
implementation of communicative approaches to ELT (Li, 1998). 
 
Combinations of deductive and inductive methods of teaching grammar can be 
FRQVLGHUHGWR³UHVXOWLQDQHFOHFWLFDSSURDFKWKDWLVHIIHFWLYHLQWHDFKLQg grammar 
WR DGXOW VWXGHQWV´ (Savage et al, 2010: 5). The findings indicate that, although 
certain teachers successfully combined the two types of methods in their 
grammar classes, others sometimes failed. For example, Manal was seen to face 
major challenges, although she did her best to apply her prior experience and 
knowledge of teaching to achieve her lesson aims. She tended to combine 
deductive and inductive teaching methods in her class, but in some cases she 
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failed to achieve the intended result. However, the reason for this might be 
related to students lacking confidence in their communication skills, and they 
may not have been interested in participating in communication activities or may 
have perceived these activities as a cause of embarrassment when they 
engaged in speaking in the English language with their teacher. The findings in 
this study differ from those of Sysoyev (1999), where integrative L2 grammar 
teaching using exploration, explanation and expression (EEE) was found to be a 
good method of teaching grammar. In this case, Manal failed to complete the first 
DQGVHFRQGVWDJHVRI6\VR\HY¶VPRGHO 
 
,W LVZRUWKQRWLQJWKDWWKLVILQGLQJFRQWUDGLFWV+XDQJ¶VLQWHUPVRIKRZWR
use grammar teaching methods. Huang found that grammar might be taught as a 
product or as a process; however, the present findings revealed that the teachers 
here sometimes taught grammar as both product and process in the same class. 
They gave students a few signs as an explicit framework for the language, and 
emphasized the use of language by the students as a process to help them 
discover the rules of grammar by themselves. However, this needs learners to 
have already acquired some ability to use the language. Borg and Burns (2008: 
477) argued that regular phases of explicit practice encourage students to 
discover rules, even if the use of direct explanation is discounted.  
 
The findings of this study revealed that the choice of whether to use deductive, 
inductive or eclectic methods of teaching English grammar is a ³GHFLVLRQDV WR
WKHEHVWZD\WRWHDFKJUDPPDU´ZKLFKPXVW³EHWDNHQE\WKHSUDFWLWLRQHUZLWKLQD
specific situation, informed by research and by his or her own professional 
experience- and reflection-EDVHGMXGJPHQW´8U+RZHYHUFotos (1993) 
and Mohamed (2001) found that teaching grammar inductively led to higher 
gains in learning than did deductive instruction. In contrast, Fotos and Ellis 
(1991), Sheen (1992) and Robinson (1996) found that teaching grammar in a 
deductive way was more effective. Other findings, such as those of Fotos (1994) 
and Rosa and O'Neill (1999) indicated no significant difference in effectiveness 
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between inductive and deductive instruction. Nevertheless, the findings of this 
VWXG\ VXSSRUW WKRVH RI PDQ\ RWKHU UHVHDUFKHUV ³Zho recognize that language 
instruction is context-GHSHQGHQW´6DYDJHHWDODQGFRQVLGHUWKDWDQ
eclectic approach is the best, particularly for students who have different 
attitudes towards learning the language.  
 
To conclude, the present study has highlighted typical strategies and techniques 
used in teaching grammar. It provides evidence that grammar lessons are 
especially challenging, and grammar was taught deductively, inductively and 
eclectically. The teachers displayed both commonalities and variations in their 
teaching practices with regard to the teaching procedures used, the roles they 
played, and types of teaching and learning activities employed in the classroom. 
The teachers who used only deductive techniques of teaching grammar may 
have had little knowledge of teaching grammar, or they may have believed that 
learning grammar is all that is needed to learn a language. 
 
7.4. RESEARCH QUESTION TWO  
         What do teachers of English in Libyan secondary schools state that they know 
about the teaching and learning of grammar? 
 
The second research question seeks to establish what teachers of English in 
Libyan secondary schools state that they know about the teaching and learning 
of grammar. The results described in chapter six illustrated both similarities and 
differences between the participants in terms of what they knew about teaching 
and learning English grammar. Therefore the focus of the discussion will be on 
the more interesting findings. Although different studies have been conducted to 
H[DPLQHWHDFKHUV¶EHOLHIVDQGSUDFWLFHQRQHKDYHFRPSDUHGWHDFKHUV¶SUDFWLFH
during the teaching of English grammar with their knowledge (see section 4.6). 
7KHWHDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHLVGLVFXVVHGEHORZ 
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7HDFKHUV¶.QRZOHGJHDERXW7HDFKLQJ*UDPPDr  
The findings of this study revealed that the teachers had different levels of 
knowledge about teaching grammar deductively, inductively and eclectically. In 
other words, certain teachers had contradictory knowledge about language 
learning and the role grammar instruction played in the process, whereas some 
of them appeared to be aware of these inconsistencies. There was also evidence 
that their knowledge was derived from different sources, such as previous 
language learning experience and language teaching experience. For example, 
Manal said that, ³, DP WRWDOO\ GHSHQGHQW XSRQ P\ SULRU NQRZOHGJH RI WHDFKLQJ
and learning, because all aspects or elements of language were related and 
complemented each other and needed to be considered when planning my 
teachinJ´ This is supported by $UÕR÷XO¶V  DUJXPHQW WKDW EDFNJURXQG
NQRZOHGJH DIIHFWV ODQJXDJH WHDFKHUV¶ SUDFWLFDO NQRZOHGJH DQG WKHLU FODVVURRP
practice. The teachers who stated that traditional methods were most suitable for 
their students had similar justifications for their choice of teaching grammar 
deductively (see section 6.2.1.2). For example, Lila said that ³,DOZD\VWHDFKWKH
new grammatical items deductively because they do not lead to worse results, 
EXWUDWKHUWRWKHVDPHRUEHWWHURXWFRPHV´ This could be because she was not 
RYHUO\ FRQFHUQHG DERXW VWXGHQWV¶ FRPPXQLFDWLYH ODQJXDJH DELOLW\ RU EHFDXVH
she was unaware of the theoretical debate that has revolved around the issue of 
whether grammar instruction enhances communicative language use. 
 
Furthermore, it was interesting to find that most of the teachers were aware of 
the different modern methods of teaching grammar and grammatical terminology, 
except for some of the more experienced teachers whose training had taken 
place some time in the past and they had not studied such methods. This was 
quite surprising given the fact that they were more experienced teachers. This 
implies that these teachers were not up to date with the modern teaching 
methods and terminology used in teaching grammar. Andrews (1999:163) 
distinguishHGEHWZHHQ³WKHODQJXDJHNQRZOHGJHDZDUHQHVVRIWKHHGXFDWHGXVHU
RIDODQJXDJHDQGWKDWUHTXLUHGE\WKHWHDFKHURIWKDWODQJXDJH´Deficiencies in 
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this area of knowledge may negatively affect their teaching because ³ELWV RI
knowledge are interrelated in sWUXFWXUHG ZD\V DQG WKXV«RQH SLHFH RI
knowledge cannot be changed without having effects on other pieces of 
NQRZOHGJH LQ WKH V\VWHP´ :RRGV   However, after the researcher 
clarified the terminology to them, those teachers stated that they preferred to use 
inductive and eclectic methods while teaching English grammar, although they 
added that they used deductive methods in certain situations. In contrast, 
although the teachers categorized as less experienced were aware that 
grammatical terminology was not an end in itself, they still preferred to teach it in 
deductive ways (see section 6.2.2.2). This indicates that these teachers were 
aware of the importance of the content knowledge they teach, reasoning that this 
knowledge is exactly what the student teachers themselves will be teaching 
(Kennedy, 1998). 
 
Furthermore, the findings revealed that the teachers in this study also had 
GLIIHUHQW OHYHOVRINQRZOHGJHDERXWFRUUHFWLQJVWXGHQWV¶HUURUV ,WZDVFOHDU WKDW
all of the teachers were aware of the importance of correcting grammatical errors 
as a strategy of teaching grammar. This means that they were able WR ³LGHQWLI\
relationships among concepts in a field as well as relationships to concepts 
H[WHUQDOWRWKHGLVFLSOLQH´*URVVPDQHWDO although the link between 
subject knowledge and effective teaching may be less direct where L2 instruction 
is concerned (Borg, 2006). It could be said that all the teachers in this study 
DJUHHGZLWKWKHQHHGWRFRUUHFWVWXGHQWV¶JUDPPDWLFDOHUURUVEXWWKey expressed 
that they used that knowledge in different ways while explaining their lessons. 
The reason was that these teachers considered correction to be useful and 
helpful and, if it was avoided, the students would believe they were doing 
everything correctly. ,WDOVRFRQILUPHGVWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJDQGZRXOGKHOSWR
make them more confident.  This echoes what Fang and Xue-mei (2007) had to 
say on the matter: that error correction has become one of the most important 
teaching processes in foreign language learning.  
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7KH WHDFKHUV LQ WKLV VWXG\DOVR VWDWHG WKDW WKH\FRUUHFWHG WKHLU VWXGHQWV¶ HUURUV
according to particular criteria. For instance, some teachers preferred to correct 
errors immediately (Johnson, 2001). Their justification was that immediate error 
correction is useful to improve the language. This can also be attributed to the 
WHDFKHUV¶ZRUU\WKDWHUURUVPLJKWEHFRPHLQWHUQDOLVHGLIWKH\ZHUHQRWFRUUHFWHG
immediately (Fauziati, 2011). These findings are consistent with McDonough and 
6KDZ¶V 003) argument that correcting errors immediately and providing 
feedback may help students achieve better results. Furthermore, Kelly (2006) 
stated that correcting errors could be done immediately, after the learner finishes 
his/her message, or at the end of the lesson. These teachers, and particularly 
those who were more experienced, confirmed that they used different techniques 
IRU FRUUHFWLQJ VWXGHQWV¶ JUDPPDWLFDO HUURUV 7KH\ EHOLHYHG LQ JLYLQJ VWXGHQWV
more opportunity to learn more about grammar. These teachers preferred to 
FRUUHFWVWXGHQWV¶HUURUVDIWHUPDNLQJVXUH WKDW WKH\ZHUHXQDZDUHRI WKHHUURUV
committed. According to their responses, this technique was used to provide 
chances for peer-correction, which means that they connected their practical 
pedagogical knowledge to their theoretical knowledge. This knowledge gained in 
their formal training or their teaching experience would enable them to develop 
alternative conceptions of grammar teaching and make it more effective.  
 
However, the findings of this study evidenced that most of the teachers did not 
seem to have sufficient knowledge about providing students with feedback. This 
was clear when, for example, none of them were aware of the use of questions 
as feedback, even though some were observed to actually do this in their classes 
(see section 6.2.4.2). It seems that these teachers suffered from a lack of 
background knowledge about providing students with feedback in their grammar 
classes. This could be due to a lack of pedagogical content knowledge (PCK), 
ZKLFKLVGHILQHGDVD³VSHFLDODPDOJDPRIFRQWHQWDQGSHGDJRJ\WKDWLVXQLTXHO\
WKHSURYLQFHRI WHDFKHUV WKHLU RZQVSHFLDO IRUPRISURIHVVLRQDOXQGHUVWDQGLQJ´
(Shulman, 1987: 8).  However, knowing about different types of feedback is 
important IRUWHDFKHUVLQWHDFKLQJ(QJOLVKJUDPPDU³,WLVEHVWFRQGXFWHGXVLQJD
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mixture of implicit and explicit feedback types that are both input based and 
output EDVHG´(OOLV2). 
 
The findings also revealed that the teachers had different levels of knowledge 
concerning the significance of repeating the students' answers as a feedback 
technique. Three of the more experienced teachers expressed that they had no 
idea about this technique, and said that they may have unconsciously repeated 
the student's answers when teaching. This means that these teachers used this 
technique of feedback but were not aware of it. Yet this technique gives students 
confidence, and it can give the teacher a general idea of whether or not the 
students have grasped the model (Harmer, 1998: 65). This technique of feedback 
has also not been mentioned in previous studies (see sections 3.6 and 4.6). 
 
Moreover, the findings obtained indicated that all of the teachers were aware of 
the importance of using positive feedback as a technique to motivate students to 
participate in class activities. However, there were two different arguments 
among teachers about providing students with feedback in order to motivate 
them. Some of the teachers stated that they knew about the importance of this 
and put what they knew regularly into practice. Other teachers stated that they 
knew about motivating students but were not observed to put what they knew 
regularly into practice. These teachers gave various reasons for this. For 
example, Omar said that, ³when I praise students too much, this may stop their 
LPSURYHPHQWVEHFDXVHWKH\PD\EHOLHYHWKH\DUHSHUIHFW´This conflicts with the 
argument of *RRG DQG %URSK\   ZKR SURSRVHG WKDW ³WKH WHDFKHU
should be a patient, encouraging person who supports students' learning efforts. 
Students should feel comfortable taking intellectual risks because they know that 
they will not be embarrassed or criticised if they make a mistake". Therefore, 
WHDFKHUV RI (QJOLVK JUDPPDU VKRXOG FRQVLGHU VWXGHQWV¶ QHHGV LQ order to help 
them to understand and cope with grammar.  
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Another interesting finding was that all of the teachers stated that they 
VRPHWLPHV UHMHFWHG VWXGHQWV¶ DQVZHUV DV D WHFKQLTXH RI GLUHFW QHJDWLYH
feedback, but they said that they used it more or less often. In fact this goes 
against &RRNµV DUJXPHQW WKDW WKH WHDFKHU¶VZD\VRIPRWLYDWLQJVWXGHQWV
and the ways they are treated are important elements in successfully teaching a 
language and are strongly related to students' achievements in learning 
language. According to the data analysis, this type of feedback was practiced 
more by less experienced teachers. More discussion of this issue is provided in 
section 7.5. Another interesting issue detected during the classroom observation 
and then discussed in the interviews was the discrepancies among teachers in 
their reactions towards errors committed by students in class. While some 
teachers supported the idea of punishment if students made errors, others 
strongly opposed this practice. The latter believed that this might create a 
negative attitude towards the teacher as well as the subject as a whole (Yule, 
2006). These disagreements between teachers indicated that some of them may 
have lacked knowledge of the levels of understanding of their own students 
which has attracted the attention of researchers such as Shulman (1987) and 
Marks (1990) as a basic component of pedagogical content knowledge.  
 
The findings also revealed that the teachers in this study were in agreement 
about the undesirability of uVLQJ WKH VWXGHQWV¶ / LQ / FODVVHV <HW RQO\ RQH
teacher, Tariq, said that he did not use the L1 at all in his classes. This was also 
DFRQVLGHUDWLRQ IRU WKH WHDFKHUVZKHUHVRPHVXSSRUWHGXVLQJ WKHVWXGHQWV¶/
when teaching grammar, and others did not (see section, 6.2.5.2). In particular, 
teachers categorized as less experienced (see table 5.1) stated that they knew 
DERXW WKH XVH RI / DQG XVHG LW WR H[SODLQ QHZ ZRUGV WR FKHFN VWXGHQWV¶
understanding, to move from one activity to another, to correct errors and when 
noticing that a student did not understand. Furthermore, it can be argued that it 
may be difficult to teach as L2 without using the L1, and it saves time that might 
be wasted trying to enforce a rule prohibiting the use of the L1. In the literature 
WKHUH LVDOVRQRFOHDUDJUHHPHQWDPRQJUHVHDUFKHUVDERXWWKHXVHRIVWXGHQWV¶
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first language in L2 classes (Al-Nofaie, 2010). Ellis (1984), for example, believed 
that the target language should be used more than the first language; whereas 
others suFK DV 7XPEXOO  VXJJHVW XVLQJ WKH VWXGHQWV¶ / LQ WHDFKLQJ
grammar and vocabulary, but not too much.  
 
Those teachers who supported the use of the L1 said that it is useful when 
teaching grammar, although some said they used it only when they could see a 
real need. They thought it helped teachers and students to create new language, 
and was useful for overcoming problems. Manal added that it helped students to 
connect ideas, which perhaps shows the similarities between the rule being 
explained and a rule in their first language. This was supported by Ellis (1997), 
who also stated that if the structures of the two languages are distinctly different 
then one could expect a relatively high frequency of errors to occur in the second 
language. Although certaLQWHDFKHUVLQWKLVUHVHDUFKRSSRVHGXVLQJWKHVWXGHQWV¶
L1, nevertheless they said that they did use it in various different situations. 
These teachers thought it was not good for teachers and students to use the L1 
when the class was about the L2. These teachers disagreed with Burden (2000), 
who found that L1 use creates a more relaxing learning environment, and they 
were in line with Cook (2001) when he suggested that first language use should 
either be completely forbidden or at least minimized in L2 classes. He advocated 
the more positive view of maximizing L2 use, since the L1 is always present in 
WKH OHDUQHU¶VPLQGDQGVR LWZRXOGEHDUWLILFLDODQGVRPHWLPHVXQVXFFHVVIXO WR
avoid its use completely.  
 
No previously published research has specifically investigated the checking of 
VWXGHQWV¶ XQGHUVWDQGLQJ LQ UHODWLRQ WR WKH WHDFKHUV¶ NQRZOHGJH DERXW WHDFKLQJ
grammar (see section 4.6). Different interpretations of the findings were gained in 
UHODWLRQ WR HPSOR\LQJ WKH WHFKQLTXHV RI FKHFNLQJ RI VWXGHQWV¶ Xnderstanding in 
the classes. For instance, the more experienced teachers confirmed that strategy 
of teaching helped students to work in pairs as well as in groups, and 
encouraged them to raise appropriate questions during the class, which gives the 
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implication that these teachers had more practical knowledge of applying 
GLIIHUHQWWHFKQLTXHVWRFKHFNWKHLUVWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJWKDQWKRVHZKRZHUH
OHVV H[SHULHQFHG ,Q WKLV FDVH LW FDQ EH DUJXHG WKDW WKHVH ³WHDFKHUV KDG
sufficient subject-matter knowledge, which plays a part in shaping what they do 
LQ WKH FODVVURRP´ %RUJ   7KLV NLQG RI NQRZOHGJH FRXOG FRQFHUQ WKH
³GLIIHUHQWPHWKRGVRIYHULILFDWLRQDQGMXVWLILFDWLRQRIFRQFOXVLRQV´6FKZDE
246). 
 
The findings also showed that all of the teachers were aware of the importance of 
FKHFNLQJ VWXGHQWV¶ XQGHUVWDQGLQJ RI JUDPPDU UXOHV 7KHVH ILQGLQJV DUH LQ OLQH
with those of Wilson (1988), who confirmed that such knowledge is essential for 
effective teaching, not only for students but also for teachers. When interviewed, 
both the more and less experienced teachers said that they knew about and 
XVHGGLIIHUHQWVWUDWHJLHV WRFKHFNVWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJ LQGLIIHUHQWZD\VDQG
at different times. These strategies included simple quizzes at the end of lessons, 
engaging students in the process, using feedback from students, exploiting the 
FODVV YRWH XVLQJ WKH µWKLQN-pair-VKDUH¶ WHFKQLTXH DQG FRQVLGHULQJ WKH
psychological state of students. These techniques are different from those 
mentioned by Savage et al. (2010), who stated that understanding is checked by 
having students do the first item in an exercise, or to have a student volunteer 
explain the task and to ask questions about the process. This indicates that these 
teachers had sufficient knowledge aboXW VWXGHQWV¶ XQGHUVWDQGLQJ DV D EDVLF
component of pedagogical content knowledge. This knowledge refers to the 
WHDFKHU¶VNQRZOHGJHRIZKDWWKHVWXGHQWVDOUHDG\NQRZDERXWWKHVXEMHFWPDWWHU
their skills and abilities, and what they still find puzzling about the content 
(Grossman, 1990). 
 
In summary, this research has highlighted various typical patterns of teacher 
knowledge about teaching English grammar, even though only a relatively small 
sample of teachers in the part of Libya has been included in the study. Most of 
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these patterns have not been mentioned before in the literature (see chapters 3 
and 4). 
 
7.5. RESEARCH QUESTION THREE  
         What is the relationship between what teachers of English in Libyan secondary 
schools actually do and what they state that they know about the 
teaching and learning of grammar?  
 
The present research differs from previous studies in that it specifically 
LQYHVWLJDWHV WKH UHODWLRQVKLS EHWZHHQ WHDFKHUV¶ NQRZOHGJH UDWKHU WKDQ WKHLU
beliefs, and their classroom practice in teaching grammar (see sections 4.2.2 and 
4.6). The findings are also different from those of previous studies in several 
respects. For example, Borg (2006) found that there was a relationship between 
what teachers believed and what they actually did in the classroom, where 
practice was guided by beliefs. However, this study has found several types of 
UHODWLRQVKLSEHWZHHQWKHWHDFKHUV¶SUDFWLFHDQGWKHLUNQRZOHGJHDERXWWHDFKLQJ
In this section the main relationships of incongruence and congruence which 
were found are discussed in more detail.   
 
7.5.1. Relationships of Incongruence 
Notwithstanding individual variations in the enactment of their roles, the eight 
teachers in this study on the whole displayed a fairly consistent relationship 
between their modes of teaching and what they stated that they knew about 
teaching English grammar. In this case, although this study investigated 
WHDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHUDWKHUWKDQEHOLHIVDQGEHOLHIVFDQEHFRQVLGHUHGDVSDUWRI
knowledge, the present findings are in line with those of Kennedy (1996), Carless 
(2003) and Chaves de Castro (2005), who found that changes in beliefs do not 
QHFHVVDULO\ OHDG WR FRUUHVSRQGLQJFKDQJHV LQ WHDFKHUV¶ SUDFWLFHV VHHVHFWLRQV
4.2.2 and 4.6).   
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7.5.1.1. Knowledge and practice: teachers knew but did not do 
There were certain teachers whose statements indicated that they had sufficient 
knowledge about certain strategies of teaching English grammar, but 
unfortunately they were not observed to use that knowledge in their classes. This 
means tKDW WKHUHZHUHPLVPDWFKHVEHWZHHQ WKH WHDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHDQG WKHLU
perceived pedagogical practice and actual practice. Such mismatches were 
identified among the teachers in terms of their presentation of grammar, use of 
metalanguage, correction of errors, provision of feedback, use of L1 and 
FKHFNLQJRI VWXGHQWV¶ XQGHUVWDQGLQJ5HYLHZLQJ WKH UHOHYDQW OLWHUDWXUH UHYHDOHG
that no studies so far have investigated these issues in the teaching of English 
grammar in terms of what teachers know about such strategies (see section and 
4.6). The relationship between knowledge and practice is interesting and 
deserves deeper investigation as it has potential positive and negative 
pedagogical implications in the field of teacher cognition and the teaching of 
grammar. Figure 7.1 below shows in which strategies of teaching grammar 
LQFRQJUXHQWUHODWLRQVKLSVZHUHREVHUYHGEHWZHHQWKHWHDFKHUV¶SUDFWLFHDQGWKHLU
knowledge. 
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         Figure: 7.1. 7HDFKHUV¶3UDFWLFHDQG.QRZOHGJH teachers knew about 
teaching grammar but did not act on this knowledge 
 
The findings of this study revealed that certain teachers were observed to not 
present grammar inductively, although they stated that they knew about and 
were aware of the importance of this method (see section 6.2). This means that 
WKHUH ZDV LQFRQJUXHQFH EHWZHHQ WKH WHDFKHUV¶ FODVVURRP SUDFWLFH DQG WKHLU
NQRZOHGJHRIJUDPPDUWHDFKLQJPHWKRGVDQGLWDOVRLQGLFDWHVWKDWWKHWHDFKHUV¶
practice did not reflect their knowledge. These teachers were asked to justify 
their behaviour, and two of them stated that they were keen to use deductive 
more than inductive methods. For example, Lila said that using deductive 
methods ³GR QRW OHDG WR ZRUVH UHVXOWV EXW UDWKHU WR WKH VDPH RU EHWWHU
RXWFRPHV´ It can be assumed that these teachers thought that learning cannot 
be enhanced if students are left to discover grammatical rules by themselves. 
These teachers might have been influenced by their own teachers who had 
taught English in a deductive manner. It is likely that these teachers were 
strongly influenced by their prior experiences as learners during their early years 
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(Breen, et al., 2001). In WKLVFDVHWKHWHDFKHUV¶SULRUH[SHULHQFHVDQGNQRZOHGJH
of language learning played a significant role in their practices. This may also 
lead some teachers to recount incidents involving experimentation with new 
techniques which had led them to change their practices. This was also 
supported by Borg (2003: 81) when he said that ³7KHUH LVDPSOHHYLGHQFH WKDW
WHDFKHUV¶ H[SHULHQFes as learners can inform cognitions about teaching and 
learning which continue to exert an influence on teachers throughout their 
FDUHHUV´ 
 
However, the rationale given by a third teacher was different. He stated that the 
effectiveness of inductive activities required students to have good levels of 
English language ability. This means that this teacher was aware that using 
deductive methods of teaching grammar are not effective, but he nevertheless 
felt forced to teach in this way although his preference would be to use inductive 
methods. It can be argued that it is difficult for a teacher to teach a class in which 
students have different mental abilities, levels of intelligence and learning habits; 
therefore, the methods used should employ various perspectives to meet the 
OHDUQHUV¶QHHGV5DQGDOODQG7KRUQWRQ DUJXHG WKDW WHDFKHUVQHHG WREH
aware of the centrality of the learners, and how their behaviour will affect 
individual learners. It can be argued that this teacher had sufficient knowledge 
aERXWVWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJZKLFK LVFRQVLGHUHGWREHDEDVLFFRPSRQHQWRI
pedagogical content knowledge (Shulman, 1987; Marks, 1990). This type of 
NQRZOHGJH FRQFHUQV WKH WHDFKHU¶V DSSUHFLDWLRQ RI ZKDW WKH VWXGHQWV DOUHDG\
know about the subject matter, their skills and abilities, and what they still find 
puzzling about the content (Grossman, 1990). This type of knowledge about 
students may offer great insights into the decisions made to use deductive or 
inductive methods of teaching grammar. However, the teacher may still give 
opportunities to students to participate, at least gradually, until they have reached 
the appropriate level of English. These opportunities may then help students to 
learn a foreign language inductively. 
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Furthermore, the findings revealed that some of the more experienced teachers 
were observed to not introduce grammar forms in advance, and they knew about 
the importance of this strategy. These teachers showed more criticality in their 
use of teaching methods, in that they concentrated only on what fitted their 
teaching task and facilitated the process of conveying knowledge to their 
students. This means that the knowledge held by more experienced teachers 
was more integrated than that of the less experienced teachers. This can be 
attributed to the prior knowledge thDW VKDSHV WKH WHDFKHUV¶ QHZ OHDUQLQJ DQG
HYHQWXDOO\LQIOXHQFHVWHDFKHUV¶SUDFWLFDONQRZOHGJH$UÕR÷XO0RUHWRWKH
point, these teachers tended to consider the four stages in the successful 
transfer of knowledge suggested by Grant, et al. (1998), which are awareness, 
association, assimilation and application. The reason for this might be that all of 
these teachers were convinced that teaching metalanguage in advance does not 
enable students to transfer their grammatical knowledge into language use. For 
H[DPSOH 6DPL VDLG ³I presented the grammar forms before to students but I 
IRXQG WKDW WKH\ XQGHUVWRRG WKHP EXW WKH\ ZHUH XQDEOH WR XVH WKHP´ These 
teachers were observed to teach grammatical terms in a way that helped 
students to use the language. The patterns observed in these teachers 
supported the findings of Burns (2008: 479) WKDW ³WHDFKHUVPDNHVHQVHRI WKHLU
ZRUNODUJHO\LQUHODWLRQWRH[SHULHQWLDODQGSUDFWLFDONQRZOHGJH´DQGWKDW³IRUPDO
theory does not play a prominent and direct role in shapLQJ WHDFKHUV¶ explicit 
UDWLRQDOHVIRUWKHLUZRUN´ 
 
In addition, the findings revealed that the less experienced teachers did not focus 
on both form and usage together, even though they stated that they knew about 
the importance of this. Incongruence betwHHQ WKH WHDFKHUV¶ SUDFWLFH DQG WKHLU
knowledge about connecting form and usage was obvious in this case, which 
indicates a negative pedagogical impact on students being able to transfer their 
knowledge of grammar into practice. The problem was that these teachers were 
aware of the inductive teaching of metalanguage but did not practise it. In her 
interview, for example, Lila considered that teaching grammar by introducing 
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form and meaning was much better than focusing only on form. This implies that 
these teachers were not fully aware of how to help students to transfer their 
NQRZOHGJHRIJUDPPDULQWRODQJXDJHXVHDVIRUH[DPSOHLQ/HHFK¶V
suggestion that teachers should understand and implement processes of 
simplification by which overt knowledge of grammar can best be presented to 
learners at different stages of learning. +RZHYHU³the grammar taught should be 
one that emphasises not just form but also the meanings and uses of different 
grammatical VWUXFWXUHV´(OOLV2). This is also supported by Azar (2007), 
who stated that it is very important for students to distinguish between 
grammatical form and usage if they are to know how to use terms correctly in 
different situations.  
 
$FFRUGLQJWRWKHWHDFKHUV¶UHVSRQVHVWKHODFNRIUHOHYDQWreference sources and 
in-service training courses negatively affected their efforts to deal with the new 
syllabus successfully. As addressed earlier in section 6.2.2.2, Elham, for 
example, recounted the sad story of being excluded from training sessions in her 
school by head teachers and inspectors. They justified this very serious action by 
arguing that training was only for weak teachers, whose names were listed on 
the notice board. As she VDLG³this indicated that the named teachers were weak 
and not abOHWRWHDFKSURSHUO\´Elham felt very upset about what had happened 
at her school, and thought that it had definitely affected her performance in the 
classroom. Both teachers and students would have been made aware that the 
staff named on the list were not good at their job, putting those teachers in a very 
GLIILFXOWVLWXDWLRQ6XFKEHKDYLRXUFRXOGKDYHXQGHVLUHGHIIHFWVRQ WKH WHDFKHU¶V
personality as well as his/her attitude towards the teaching process and the 
school as a whole. The need for regular in-service training courses for all 
teachers was also recommended by Adey and Hewitt (2004:156), who pointed 
RXW WKDW ³UHDO FKDQJH LQ SUDFWLFH ZLOO QRW DULVH IURP VKRUW SURJUDPPHV RI
instruction, especially when those programmes take place in a centre removed 
IURPWKHWHDFKHU¶VRZQFODVVURRP´+RZHYHU.HQQHG\IRXQG that teacher 
training programmes may not be effective if the teachers do not take into 
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consideration the contexts in which they work. Thus, it can be argued that 
training sessions are needed for teacher development but these should be 
focused and organized so as to produce positive outcomes. 
 
In terms of the relationship between practice and knowledge, although some 
teachers expressed sufficient knowledge about the advantages of correcting 
stXGHQWV¶HUURUVLPPHGLDWHO\WKH\GLGQRWPDNHXVHRIWKLVVWUDWHJ\7KLVFDQEH
FRQVLGHUHG DV SRVLWLYH VLQFH WKH\ FRQVLGHUHG FRUUHFWLQJ VWXGHQWV¶ HUURUV ZKLOH
they were speaking would not be useful. This means that these teachers 
understood that language is above all a means of communication, but their 
teaching still focuses on accuracy rather than fluency. These findings are in line 
with the recommendations of Kelly (2006) that correction should be done 
immediately after the learner has finished his/her message, and again at the end 
of the lesson. However, this finding does not agree with those of Canh and 
Barnard (2009), whose participants preferred to correct grammatical errors at any 
time and emphasised the systematic practice of grammatical terms. In this case, 
it can be argued that the present study differs from previous research in many 
respects. For example, although there was incongruence between what teachers 
did and what they stated that they knew, this could sometimes have positive 
pedagogical value. As reflected in the teachers' responses, too much focus on 
accuracy in grammar might discourage students and be unhelpful in developing 
the fluency which is considered essential in oral communication (Hargie & 
Dickson, 2004).  
 
A similar type of incongruence was also evident when certain teachers, 
particularly those who were less experienced, did not put into practice what they 
NQHZDERXWFRUUHFWLQJVWXGHQWV¶JUDPPDWLFDOHUURUV7KLVZDVHVSHFLDOO\ WUXH LQ
relation to giving chances for peer-correction. All of these teachers agreed that 
WKH SUREOHP ZDV WKH VWXGHQWV¶ OHYHO RI (QJOLVK )RU H[DPSOH .DULPD¶V
MXVWLILFDWLRQ ZDV WKDW ³this technique will not work with students because they 
were not linguistically competent enough to do peer-FRUUHFWLRQ´ This type of 
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thinking is common in Libya, when people often say that teachers rarely commit 
mistakes and students are always to blame (Tantani, 2005). Since this technique 
requires the active participation of the students from the beginning of the lesson, 
teachers foresee its failure to maximise the learning of the students if they find 
them to be very passive. Although McDonough and Shaw (2003) pointed out that 
the methods used for and decisions made about error correction depend on the 
WHDFKHU¶VDWWLWXGHDQGWhe type of error, it can be argued that the incongruence 
here between what these teachers did and what they said that they knew had a 
negative impact on the teaching of grammar. This is because ignoring this 
teaching technique might lead to less engagement in classroom activities.  
 
Another significant finding is that certain teachers in this study did not repeat 
students' answers in their classes, even though they stated that they knew about 
this technique for providing students with feedback. This was very surprising 
given that these teachers expressed a full understanding of the value of using 
this technique of feedback. Kalied, for example, said that, ³UHSHDWLQJ VWXGHQWV
speech helping them to reach to the right answer as a sign of confirmation to what 
tKH\ VDLG ULJKW RUZURQJ«LW VHQGV D PHVVDJH WR VWXGHQWV WKDW WKH\ GLG ZHOO RU
QRW´ On the other hand, a number of recent studies on language teaching show 
that errors sometimes do need correction (Brown, 2000; Gass & Selinker, 2001; 
Johnson, 2001; Sercombe, 2002; Block, 2003; Hulterstrom, 2005). However, it 
FDQEHDUJXHGWKDW WKHSUREOHPKHUHZDVUDWKHUDTXHVWLRQRI µZKHQ¶DQGµKRZ¶
FRUUHFWLRQVKRXOGEHFRQGXFWHG:KHQWHDFKHUVGLGQRWUHSHDWVWXGHQWV¶DQVZHUV
in classes, this means that they did not give them the chance to think again about 
the correct answer. It also means that the teachers used deductive methods of 
teaching where the teacher is central (Savage et al., 2010). Therefore, it can be 
considered to be negative feedback, which has a negative pedagogical impact 
because it does not encourage students to develop self-confidence. These 
teachers justified their behaviour in terms of reasons such as lack of time and the 
VWXGHQWV¶ ORZ OHYHO RI (QJOLVK VHH VHFWLRQ  %XW WKLV LV QRW FRQYLQFLQJ
because they could have done more, at least to try to use this technique of 
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feedback occasionally in their classes. They could also manage activities to allow 
time for this, as did other teachers.  
 
In addition, this type of relationship between knowledge and practice also 
emerged when certain teachers were observed to not use the L1 in explaining 
QHZ ZRUGV FRUUHFWLQJ VWXGHQWV¶ HUURUV DQG FKHFNLQJ WKHLU XQGHUVWDQGLQJ
although they stated that they knew about the effectiveness of this when 
interviewed. These teachers gave several justifications (see section 6.2.5.2), and 
clearly disagreed about using the L1. Some teachers opposed its use altogether 
while others supported using it but only in certain situations. The latter could be 
justified because, for example, students sometimes could not understand the 
meaning of new words and new grammar terms without the L1 being used. This 
is plausible, because students may lose track and be unable to follow their 
WHDFKHUV¶ OHVVRQVSODQV LI WKH\GRQRWNQRZ WKHPHDQLQJ of certain words. This 
was also confirmed by Atkinson (1987), who found that students felt that they 
would be unable to understand the target language input until it had been 
translated into their L1. This does not mean, however, that these teachers used 
traditional methods of teaching grammar which encourage the use of the L1 in L2 
classes, because they translated only certain words. This is supported by 
Tumbull (2001), who argued that that the use of L1 can facilitate the process of 
teaching grammar and vocabulary but cautioned against teachers relying on it 
too much. However, researchers such as Al-Nofaie (2010: 65) have suggested 
WKDW ³PL[LQJ WZR ODQJXDJHVZRXOGQRWKHOSVWXGHQWV WRUHDFKIOXHQF\ WKHUHIRUH
learners should employ their mental abilities to understand the meaning of the 
QHZODQJXDJH´ 
 
        7.5.1.2. Practice and Knowledge: teachers did, but were not aware that they 
did 
This type of incongruence relationship is the opposite of that discussed above. 
The findings revealed that certain teachers in this study applied certain strategies 
for teaching grammar but were not aware that they did so. This phenomenon was 
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identified in relation to four main strategies of teaching grammar: presenting 
grammar, using metalanguage, providing feedback and FKHFNLQJ VWXGHQWV¶
understanding. The literature review reveals that no previous studies have 
discussed this type of relationship (see section 4.6). Figure 7.2 below 
summarizes the relevant findings.  
 
 
 
 
  
                                                                                                                                                               
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
         Figure: 7.2. 7HDFKHUV¶3UDFWLFHDQG.QRZOHGJH  teachers did, but were not 
aware they did 
It is interesting that certain of the more experienced teachers were observed to 
be already using both inductive and deductive teaching methods, whereas in 
their interviews they stated that they did not know about these methods and 
could not distinguish between the different techniques associated with deductive 
and inductive teaching (see section 6.2.1.3). They did not even know the terms 
deductive and inductive teaching. This means that there was clear incongruence 
between their practice and knowledge about teaching English grammar. Again 
this phenomena has not been investigated in previous studies (see section 4.6). 
These teachers can be assumed to have suffered from a lack of the theoretical 
knowledge which would help them to be aware of what should be applied in their 
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classes. The importance of this lack of knowledge has been identified in many 
studies, such as those by Wright and Bolitho (1993); Leech (1994) and 
7KRUQEXU\ZKRIRXQGWKDWWKHODFNRIWHDFKHUV¶VXEMHFWPDWWHUNQRZOHGJH
had impacted on their practice. Grossman et al. (1989: 28) claimed that 
³NQRZOHGJHRUODFNRINQRZOHGJHRIWKHFRQWHQWFDQDIIHFWKRZWHDFKHUVFULWLTXH
textbooks, how they select material to teach, how they structure their courses, 
DQGKRZWKH\FRQGXFWLQVWUXFWLRQ´ 
 
Furthermore, most of the more experienced teachers did not know the meaning 
of the term metalanguage, although they were observed to use it in their 
teaching. This could be simply because the word metalanguage is of recent 
origin. However, ever though these teachers were unaware of the meaning of the 
term metalanguage, they still taught in such a way that helped their students to 
understand the rules of grammar in order to use them when they were 
communicating with others. This mode of teaching was recommended by 
Freeman (1991), who found that grammatical terms are useful if teachers use 
WKHP LQZD\V WKDWKHOS WR LPSURYHDQGGHYHORS WKHLU OHDUQHUV¶DELOLW\ WRDFTXLUH
the language. This is supported by Ellis (2006:102), ZKRDUJXHGWKDW³$IRFXV-on-
forms approach is valid as long as it includes an opportunity for learners to 
SUDFWLVHEHKDYLRXULQFRPPXQLFDWLYHWDVNV´+RZHYHU the present findings in this 
regard are interesting in contrasting with those of Andrews (1999a; 2006), where 
teachers had a firm grasp of grammar and linguistic metalanguage, but that did 
not help them to explain grammatical rules or mistakes. This can be attributed to 
the fact that his research focus was only on teaching metalanguage as an end in 
LWVHOIRUPD\EHEHFDXVHRIWKHWHDFKHUV¶EDFNJURXQG%HUU\ 
 
Moreover, this kind of relationship between practice and knowledge emerged 
ZKHQFHUWDLQ WHDFKHUVZHUHREVHUYHG WRXVH WKHTXHVWLRQLQJZRUG µZKDW"¶DVD
technique of feedback, especially when students gave the wrong answers. When 
asked to explain the reasons for this behaviour, the teachers all stated that they 
were unaware of doing it (see section 6.2.4.2). This behaviour can be interpreted 
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as explicit negative feedback which might hinder students from participating in 
further activities. Contrary to this, Muranoi (2000) and Ellis (2006) found that 
H[SOLFLW IHHGEDFN LVPRUH LQIOXHQWLDOQRWRQO\ LQHOLFLWLQJ WKH OHDUQHU¶V LPPHGLDWH
correct use of the structure but also in eliciting subsequent correct use. In this 
case, the students may have felt as if they had committed a crime, and thus 
became more hesitant to speak, which would of course affect their learning. 
What makes matters worse was that these teachers were not even aware that 
WKH\ZHUHSHUIRUPLQJVXFKEHKDYLRXULQWKHLUFODVVHV7KHUHIRUHWKHVH³WHDFKHUV
need to acquire the skills and knowledge to implement something, particularly if it 
LVVOLJKWO\GLIIHUHQWWRWKHLUH[LVWLQJPHWKRGV´&DUOHVV 
 
Furthermore, one of the positive pedagogical influences found in this type of 
relationship between practice and knowledge was that certain teachers repeated 
student answers as a technique of feedback despite not being aware of what 
they had done. These teachers were also among those categorized as more 
experienced (see table 5.1). For example, Tariq said that ³ZKHQ , WHDFK ,
VRPHWLPHV IRUJHW P\VHOI HVSHFLDOO\ ZKHQ , HQJDJH ZLWK VWXGHQWV´ Using this 
strategy as a technique of positive feedback can lead to the inductive teaching 
and learning of English grammar because students are given the opportunity to 
participate, and interaction in the language classroom is thus increased (Cook 
2001). Giving students more time to think about the right answer may lead to 
them becoming more confident and more independent in other activities (Daines 
et al., 2006). However, negative feedback has been found to be more effective in 
a study by Nassaji and Swain (2000), but only with advanced learners.  
 
The final example of this relationship between practice and knowledge appeared 
when certain more experienced teachers XVHGWKHµthink-pair-VKDUH¶WHFKQLTXHWR
FKHFN VWXGHQWV¶ XQGHUVWDQGLQJ LQ WKHLU FODVVHV $JDLQ VXUSULVLQJO\ WKHVH
teachers stated that they were not aware that they used this technique. In this 
case, despite representing incongruence between practice and knowledge, it 
may have had a positive impact because these teachers can be assumed to be 
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aiming to teach grammar inductively even though they were not aware of it. 
However, Wright and Bolitho (1993) found that any lack of TLA will impact 
negatively on teacher performance. These teachers used this technique in order 
WR PDNH GHFLVLRQV DERXW WKHLU VWXGHQWV +DUOHQ  &KHFNLQJ VWXGHQWV¶
understanding of grammar in this way helps students to transfer their knowledge 
into practice and leads to inductive learning. These teachers used this technique 
WRVXSSRUWVWXGHQWV¶ OHDUQLQJSURJUHVVDVDEDVLVIRUIXWXUHSURFHGXUHV+HGJH
2000). 
 
7.5.2. Relationships of Congruence 
In addition to the incongruence found between the practice and knowledge of the 
eight teachers sampled, congruence was also found. Despite individual diversity 
in the enactment of their roles, the teachers in the study as a whole displayed a 
fairly consistent relationship between the ways in which they acted in the 
grammar classes and their knowledge about their work. The present study has 
FRQVLGHUHGWHDFKHUV¶EHOLHIVWREHSDUWRIWKHLUNQRZOHGJHDQGWKHUHIRUHLWFDQEH
argued that the findings in this study concerning these teachers are also in line 
with those of Johnson (1992a); Richards et al. (1992); Yim (1993); Smith (1996); 
Woods (1996) and Ng and Farrell, (2003), who all found that the classroom 
practices of teachers are governed by their beliefs. Some of the interesting 
findings in this study which are discussed in this section have not been reported 
EHIRUH DQGVXJJHVW WKDWQRWDOO UHODWLRQVKLSVRI FRQJUXHQFHEHWZHHQ WHDFKHUV¶
practice and knowledge have positive pedagogical value (see section 4.6).  
 
7.5.2.1. Practice and Knowledge: teachers did and they knew  
Although this situation may seem to be positive, there is evidence in this study 
that not all relationships of congruence between practice and knowledge lead to 
positive results in terms of presenting grammar, using metalanguage, correcting 
errors, providing feedback, using L1, and checking VWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJ7KH
main issues of interest are discussed below. 
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 )LJXUH7HDFKHUV¶3UDFWLFHDQG.QRZOHGJH teachers did and they knew  
 
The findings show that the less experienced teachers in particular tended to 
present grammar deductively, and they had knowledge about this (see section 
6.2.1.3). This means that there was congruence between what they did and what 
they said that they knew.  The disconcerting thing here was that these teachers 
understood the advantages and disadvantages of presenting grammar 
deductively, but they still used traditional methods of teaching in their classes. In 
other words, they failed to make connections between the language forms and 
grammatical structures presented and communicative skills, even though they 
stated that they knew about inductive methods. Using deductive methods is still 
considered to be less effective in teaching grammar (Widodo, 2006). This can be 
expected to have negative pedagogical effects because these teachers were not 
creating situations through which grammatical rules might be contextualized, and 
so their students would not be able to use them in similar situations outside the 
classroom. The problem was that these teachers thought that deductive methods 
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were effective and do not lead to bad results (see section 6.2.1.2). This indicates 
WKDWWKHVHWHDFKHUVZHUHDFWLQJLQOLQHZLWK%RUJ¶VILQGLQJVWKDWWHDFKHUV¶
classroom practices are guided by their personal beliefs and attitudes. However, 
the findings obtained were QRW LQ OLQH ZLWK WKRVH RI %HUU\¶V  ZKR VWDWHG
WKDW FHUWDLQ IDFWRUV DUH RXW RI WKH WHDFKHU¶V FRQWURO VXFK DV WKH SUHVHQFH RI
terminology in textbooks, or its usefulness for students. The practice of these 
participants was teacher-centred, where they introduced grammar forms in 
advance and then explained the rules.  
 
Congruence was also found when certain teachers, particularly among those 
who were more experienced, focused on both form and usage together and knew 
about the importance of this. It is very important for students to distinguish 
between grammatical form and usage if they are to know how to use words 
correctly in different situations (Azar, 2007). In other words, these teachers 
taught metalanguage in such a way that helped students to use the language. 
For example, Tariq used the grammatical terms in an inductive way through 
describing a process to make something. This type of activity encourages 
students to introduce the grammar items in an inductive way to narrate a story, 
and at the same time they understood how to formulate grammar to produce new 
sentences.  
 
Furthermore, certain teachers from both the more and less experienced teachers 
used direct correction, and corrected errors while students were speaking, 
although they also stated that they knew about the effects of this. This implies 
that these teachers did not give enough explanation when dealing with their 
VWXGHQWV¶ JUDPPDWLFDO errors (Lochtman, 2002). Whereas current advice 
according to researchers such as Ellis (2006) and Barnard and Scampton (2008) 
and Brown (2007) put emphasises communication in teaching grammar. 
Therefore, it can be considered that the relationship between practice and 
knowledge in terms of congruence between what teachers knew and what they 
actually did can have negative pedagogical effects, as Hargie and Dickson 
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(2004) concluded. It was also stated by the same authors that correcting 
grammar in communication activities is necessary and important However, 
correcting errors while students are speaking might discourage them and be 
unhelpful in developing the fluency which is considered essential in oral 
communication. Students may be more likely to feel disappointed if errors are 
corrected in such a way that suggests disapproval.  
 
In addition, another area of congruence between practice and knowledge 
concerned correcting grammatical errors. Certain more experienced teachers 
corrected errors after students had finished speaking and they stated that they 
NQHZDERXW WKLV7KLVPHDQV WKDW WKHVH WHDFKHUVNQHZ WKDW ³JUDmmar teaching 
and communicative teaching both completed each other and he advised teachers 
WRGRERWK´ $]DU7KH WHDFKHUV¶EHKDYLRXU WKHQFDQEHDVVXPHG WR
have been affected by their own learning and teaching experience. These 
teachers corrected errors in a supportive manner, which might lead to students 
EHLQJPRUHPRWLYDWHGWROHDUQJUDPPDU7KHWHDFKHUV¶UHVSRQVHLQWKLVFDVHZDV
DOVR LQ OLQH ZLWK )RWRV¶  DQG 0RKDPHG¶V  FRQFOXVLRQV ZKR IRXQG
that inductive instruction has been found to lead to higher gains in learning than 
deductive instruction. Therefore, it can be argued that not interrupting students 
and delaying until after they have finished has positive pedagogical effects. 
 
There was also congruence between practice and knowledge when the more 
experienced teachers tended to provide stimulating feedback in terms of more 
encouraging words and praises.  On the other hand, less experienced teachers did 
not exploit this tactic in their classes despite the fact that all of the teachers said that 
they knew about this technique. This mismatch can be assumed to be due to the 
WHDFKHUV¶ ODFN RI SHGDJRJLFDO NQRZOHGJH FRQFHUQLQJ WKH VWXGHQWV¶ SV\FKRORJLFDO
state, because EFL teachers cannot do their work effectively if learners are not 
motivated (Dornyei, 2001). Furthermore, this type of feedback can be interpreted 
as an extrinsic incentive where the students are pushed by their teachers to 
participate more in learning grammar (Yule, 2006). Although the findings revealed 
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that different teachers motivated students in this way more or less frequently, it can 
be argued that motivating students like this provides them with satisfaction and 
immediate success in developing their learning and responding to the teacher's 
teaching strategies (Macaro, 1997). This was also confirmed by Cook (2001), 
who said that the teacher's motivation of the students is an important element in 
successfully teaching a language. Therefore, it can be argued that success or 
failure is partly the result of the feedback teachers provide to their students during 
grammar class. 
 
In addition, all of the WHDFKHUVXVHGWKHWDFWLFRIUHMHFWLQJVWXGHQWV¶DQVZHUVDJDLQ
at different frequencies, and they all stated that they knew about this method of 
negative feedback. The findings also revealed that the less experienced teachers 
were observed to use this technique more than the more experienced teachers. 
This indicates that their own teaching and learning experience was the main 
factor which influenced their practice. One possible reason for this might be a 
lack of teaching experience, as highlighted by Westerman (1991). However, 
when asked to justify their behaviour the teachers gave different reasons (see 
section 6.2.4.2). For example, Karima, one of the less experienced teachers, 
KHOG WKH EHOLHI WKDW UHMHFWLQJ VWXGHQWV¶ DQVZHUV ZDV QHFHVVDU\ DQG QRUPDO
EHKDYLRXU DQG WKDW LW ZRXOG QRW DIIHFW WKH VWXGHQWV¶ UHDFWLRQV ,Q WKLV FDVH
.DULPD¶V SUDFWLFH VHHPHG WR EH JXLGHG E\ KHU EHOLHIV +RZHYHU *RRG DQG
Brophy (1994: 215) concluded thDW ³VWXGHQWV QHHG ERWK DPSOHRSSRUWXQLWLHV WR
learn and steady encouragement and suppRUWRI WKHLU OHDUQLQJHIIRUWV´ Practice 
may have negative implications, because when teachers reject the students 
answers they might become demotivated to learn grammar. In this respect these 
WHDFKHUVFDQEHDVVXPHGWRKDYHIDLOHG³WRILQGZD\VWRHQFRXUDJHWKHLUVWXGHQWV
to accept the goals of classroom activities and seek to develop the intended 
NQRZOHGJH DQG VNLOOV WKDW WKHVH DFWLYLWLHV ZHUH GHVLJQHG WR GHYHORS´ %URSK\, 
1998: 18).  
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Furthermore, certain of the less experienced teachers punished students when 
they made errors, yet they stated that they knew about the effects of this. When 
interviewed, these teachers were asked to give justifications (see section 
6.2.4.2), and all agreed that students should be punished in order to know the 
ULJKWDQVZHUWKHQH[WWLPH7KLVFRQIOLFWVZLWK5LYHUV¶DUJXPHQWWKDW
³QHZ ODQJXDJH FDQ EH GHYHORSHG RQO\ LQ D UHOD[HG DQG IULHQGO\ DWPRVSKHUH
where students feel at ease ZLWK WKH WHDFKHUDQGZLWKHDFKRWKHU´7KLV W\SHRI
negative feedback may have negative pedagogical effects on student 
achievement because their emotions are not considered. These teachers did not 
seem to know that "classrooms are social constructions where teachers, 
learners, dimensions of the local educational philosophy, and more general 
socio-cultural values, beliefs, and expectations all meet" (Locastro, 2001:495). 
Cooper (2006:1- DOVR DUJXHG WKDW E\ ³XQGHUVWDQGLQJ WKH VLJQLILFDQW UROH RI
emotion and HPSDWK\ LQ WHDFKLQJ DQG OHDUQLQJ « ZH QRZ NQRZ WKDW WKH\ DUH
central to the fast processing of the brain and are embedded in all our 
LQWHUDFWLRQV ZLWK RXU IHOORZ KXPDQ EHLQJV DQG WKH HQYLURQPHQW´ The 
recommendations of Good and Brophy (1994: 215) concluded that "students 
should feel comfortable taking intellectual risks because they know that they will 
QRWEHHPEDUUDVVHGRUFULWLFLVHGLIWKH\PDNHDPLVWDNH´7KHVHWHDFKHUVGLGQRW
FRQVLGHU WKH HPRWLRQDO VWDWH RI VWXGHQWV DV KLJKOLJKWHG LQ 5LYHUV¶  227) 
words: ³the emotional and personality factors which are involved in a verbal 
exchange, expression or personal meaning in a new language can be developed 
only in a relaxed and friendly atmosphere, where students feel at ease with the 
teacher and with eDFKRWKHU´ 
 
Moreover, another relationship of congruence was found between practice and 
knowledge among all of the less experienced teachers who were observed to 
XVH WKH/ZKHQ WKH\H[SODLQHGQHZZRUGV FRUUHFWHGVWXGHQWV¶ HUURUVPRYHG
from one activit\WRDQRWKHUDQGFKHFNHGVWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJHYHQWKRXJK
they all stated that they knew about its effects. These teachers were happy to 
XVHWKHVWXGHQWV¶/LQPDQ\VLWXDWLRQVDOWKRXJKWKHLUUHDVRQVYDULHG6RPHRI
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them believed that it helped students to achieve the best learning outcomes and 
increased their motivation to learn grammar, hence leading to the better 
DFKLHYHPHQWRIWKHOHVVRQ¶VDLPV7KLVLVSODXVLEOHEHFDXVHVWXGHQWVPD\ORVH
WUDFNDQGEHXQDEOHWRIROORZWKHLUWHDFKHUV¶OHVVRQVSODQs if they do not know the 
meaning of certain words. This was also confirmed by Atkinson (1987), who 
found that students felt that they would be unable to understand the target 
language input until it had been translated into their L1. This finding was also in 
OLQHZLWK%XUGHQ¶VDUJXPHQWLQZKLFKKHVWDWHGWKDW/XVHFUHDWHVDPRUH
relaxing learning environment. Furthermore, this finding agreed with those of 
Wells (1999) and Tang (2002) that the occasional use of L1 by both students and 
teachers increases comprehension. It can be argued that this practice has 
positive value when students have failed to grasp the meaning of certain words in 
English, thus helping to improve comprehension. Using the L1 can increase 
motivation, which can be considered as an internal power source that helps EFL 
students to achieve their aims, and they cannot do their work effectively if it is 
missing (Dornyei, 2001). However, it may not work with all students because 
there will always be some who have no great wish or motivation to learn. 
Conversely, other teachers said that they felt obliged to use the L1. Whatever the 
WHDFKHUV¶ MXVWLILFDWLRQV ZHUH LW FRXOG EH DUJXHG WKDW WKH\ ZRXOG DJUHH ZLWK
Auerbach (1993), who concluded that using L1 reduces anxiety among learners. 
FroP WKHSUHVHQW UHVHDUFKHU¶VH[SHULHQFHRI WHDFKLQJ(QJOLVK/LE\DQVWXGHQWV
do indeed prefer lessons to be explained in Arabic as it makes them feel more 
comfortable in the classroom. However, it can be said that using L1 in many 
different situations may lead to negative outcomes. Translating every word or 
each sentence must hinder students, as they are not sufficiently exposed to the 
target language. This is not helpful for students seeking to understand an L2. 
This was confirmed by Atkinson (1987), who believed that too much use of L1 
makes learners feel that they will be unable to understand input in the target 
language until it has been translated into their L1.  
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The final incidence of congruence found concerned one teacher (Tariq) who was 
observed to use the class vote as a WHFKQLTXH IRU FKHFNLQJ VWXGHQWV¶
understanding in his grammar classes. He also stated that he knew about it when 
LQWHUYLHZHG VD\LQJ WKDW ³I use this technique in order to know how much 
SHUFHQWDJH RI P\ OHVVRQ WKDW , KDYH DFKLHYHG´ &KHFNLQJ VWXGHQWV¶
XQGHUVWDQGLQJ ZDV GHVFULEHG E\ +DUULV DQG 0F&DQQ  DV ³D ZD\ RI
FROOHFWLQJ LQIRUPDWLRQ DERXW RXU VWXGHQWV¶ SHUIRUPDQFH LQ QRUPDO FODVVURRP
FRQGLWLRQV´,W can be argued that this technique has a positive pedagogical effect 
for a tHDFKHU LQ FKHFNLQJ VWXGHQWV¶ XQGHUVWDQGLQJ LQ DQ LQGXFWLYH ZD\ DVNLQJ
them to give reasons for their choices. This indicated that this teacher had 
sufficient knowledge which aimed to help students to create interaction. The use 
of this technique for this purpose has not been reported in previous studies 
regarding the teaching of grammar (see sections 3.6 and 4.6).  
 
        7KH5HODWLRQVKLSVEHWZHHQ7HDFKHUV¶3UDFWLFHDQG.QRZOHGJHDQG
Contextual Factors 
Given the above findings, it can be said that there was a strong relationship 
between what teachers actually did in their classes and their knowledge. 
+RZHYHU WKHWHDFKHUV¶SUDFWLFHZDVVRPHWLPHVJXLGHGE\ WKHLUNQRZOHGJHDQG
in other cases it was more influenced by the context.  In other words, the findings 
indicate that teachers have knowledge about teaching grammar, and they make 
decisions drawing upon this knowledge in response to the school and cultural 
contexts. Tudor (2003) argued that the educational process is not only an 
exchange of information between teachers and students; it also involves a set of 
conventions which may be decisive in what happens between these parties. Borg 
(2006) stated that the context in which teachers work has a major impact on their 
cognition and practice, which may have both a negative and positive effects on 
their performance in the classroom. This was also confirmed by the teachers 
themselves, particularly when they explained the reasons behind their behaviour. 
7KLVPHDQVWKDWWHDFKHUV¶UHIOHFWLRQVRQWKHLUSUDFWLFes and their context of work 
informed their understanding of the teaching and learning of grammar, while their 
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enhanced understandings become part of the context in which they worked. 
Therefore, these teachers often considered the context as causing problems that 
they had to deal with. 
 
Furthermore, the teachers in the present study also indicated shortages of 
contextual knowledge, which may have influenced their practice because they 
ZRXOG XVH WKLV NQRZOHGJH ³WR GHILQH DQG DUWLFXODWH WKHLU QHHGV DQG FRQFHUns 
UHJDUGLQJ WKH FXUULFXOXP´ 6KDUNH\   7KLV W\SH RI NQRZOHGJH LV
needed by teachers because the behaviour of students in the classroom is 
inherited from the culture of the wider community (Shamim, 1996). It is important 
in any society for teachers to understand the educational culture of the target 
language, because their teaching is affected by sociocultural factors (Tudor, 
2001). Therefore, teachers need to acquire knowledge about the relevant social 
contexts in order to use their knowledge of teaching effectively. This would mean 
that knowledge of context is not an addition to content knowledge, but is part of 
the content that needs to be learned.  
 
The findings revealed that the teachers in this study suffered from a lack of 
various different resources: For example, certain teachers lacked practical and 
other theoretical knowledge, which was considered by Kennedy (1998) Tsui and 
(2003) to be crucial in the process of learning to teach. This was confirmed, for 
example, when they were not able to transfer their grammatical knowledge in 
such a way that might help the students to do the same when they wanted to use 
the language. This implies that these teachers did not have enough knowledge 
about the language and also lacked classroom management skills. This might be 
due to their lack of the experience which was considered by McMeniman et al. 
(2003) to be needed if teachers are to understand the broad principles of 
WHDFKLQJ DQG OHDUQLQJ LQFOXGLQJ FODVVURRP PDQDJHPHQW 7KHUHIRUH ³WHDFKHUV
must understand their own beliefs and knowledge about learning and teaching 
and be thoroughly aware of the certain impact of such knowledge and beliefs on 
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WKHLUFODVVURRPVDQGWKHODQJXDJHOHDUQHUVLQWKHP´)UHHPDQ	-RKQVRQ
412). 
 
In addition, the findings revealed that the teachers complained about 
shortcomings in school management, which need to be considered carefully by 
the educational authorities, because dissatisfaction was identified with what the 
head teachers do in facilitating the teaching and learning process. According to 
Nunan and Lamb (2001), head teachers are expected to play a more effective 
role in and out of school to improve the teaching and learning process. All of 
these limitations should be considered because the school context and the 
cXOWXUH RI OHDUQLQJ FRQWULEXWH WR WKH GHYHORSPHQW RI WHDFKHUV¶ NQRZOHGJH DQG
practices. 
 
Another important issue raised by the teachers was that their classes included 
students with different levels of English ability intelligence and different learning 
habits which may have hindered teaching effectiveness. In this situation, the 
route the teacher follows should be to combine various perspectives to meet the 
needs of the students. These differences among learners could negatively affect 
WHDFKHUV¶ SHUIRUPDQFH and student achievement because, the teaching of 
grammar also changes according to both the educational objectives and the 
OHDUQHUV¶ QHHGV &HOFH-Murcia, 1991). In this regard, Breet (2004) stated that 
when students in one class have different levels of English it is very difficult for 
teachers to choose appropriate materials to teach.  Therefore, this issue should 
be considered by the head of teachers in schools.   
 
The findings of this study strongly indicate the need for additional training (see 
section 6.2.3.2). The lack of training leads to incongruent relationships between 
teachers' practice and their knowledge which have negative effects, as has been 
IRXQG LQ WKLV VWXG\ 7KLV DFFRUGV ZLWK &DUOHVV¶V  DUJXPHQW WKDW ³,I
teachers are not equipped to deal with the implications of a new approach, they 
are likely to revert to the security of their previous behavior and the desired 
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FKDQJH PD\ QRW WDNH SODFH´ 7KH HGXFDWLRQDO DXWKRULWLHV VKRXOG UHTXLUH DOO
teachers to attend training sessions, and certainly not only weak teachers. 
Furthermore, briefing teachers with one-off training sessions is rarely enough to 
prepare for the demands of changes in policies or curricula (Lamb, 1996). 
)XUWKHUPRUH ³DQ\ WUDLQLQJ FRXUVH VKRXOG PDNH LW D SULRULW\ WR WHDFK not only 
methodology but also a heightened awareness of contextual factors, and the 
DELOLW\ WRGHDOZLWK WKHP´%D[$FFRUGLQJO\ WKLVKDV WKH LPSOLFDWLRQ
that training sessions are very important to help teachers become aware of the 
influence on their classroom practice of their previous experience and 
knowledge, and this is the responsibility of teacher training and development 
programmes. 
 
One of the most significant contextual issues in the present study was class size, 
which many of the teachers complained about. According to the feedback 
obtained, it was difficult for teachers to manage all their various different activities 
in classes lasting 45 minutes with more than 27 students. The analysis of the 
data showed that teachers with less experience in teaching suffered more from 
both lack of time and the effect of class size. From their responses, these issues 
need to be urgently considered. Class size can be attributed to the mismatch 
between their aspirations and what they were actually able to do in the 
classroom. It can also be argued that class size does not necessarily cause 
problems in every case; but is more likely to among teachers who lack full 
knowledge of teaching and learning. Regarding this, Achilles (1999) argued that 
bigger classes decrease the amount of time teachers spend dealing with 
individual students. This problem has been acknowledged by other researchers 
such as Orafi (2008), who pointed out that at the present time greater efforts are 
made to allow flexibility of classroom layouts. However, one solution to the 
problem of the class size was offered by certain teachers in this study who 
HPSOR\HG WKH µWKLQN-share-SDLU¶ WHFKQLTXH 7KLV WHFKQLTXH ZRUNHG ZHOO LQ VRPH
large classes when the teachers introduced an activity and asked students to 
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think about it, and to share their answers in pairs (see section 6.2.6.1 for more 
detail).  
 
As a resuOW RI FRPSDULQJ WHDFKHUV¶ SUDFWLFH DQG NQRZOHGJH DERXW WHDFKLQJ
English grammar, it became apparent that most of the teachers, and especially 
those who were less experienced, did not have sufficient background knowledge 
about the culture of the target language. This sort of knowledge was neglected in 
the context investigated, whereas Genc and Bada (2005:45) stated that 
knowledge of culture ³LVVLJQLILFDQWO\EHQHILFLDOLQWHUPVRIODQJXDJHVNLOOVUDLVLQJ
FXOWXUDODZDUHQHVVFKDQJLQJDWWLWXGHVWRZDUGVQDWLYHDQGWDUJHWVRFLHWLHV´ This 
lack of knowledge may lead their teaching to focus on accuracy rather than 
fluency because they would have no idea about how to use and play with English 
words in the ways native speakers do. The problem here is that it is not easy to 
FKDQJH SHRSOH¶V DWWLWXGHV LQ D VKRUW WLPH7KH WHDFKHUVRI (QJOLVK JUDPPDU LQ
Libya come from its people, and the culture of teaching is highly salient to their 
classroom practice. However, Xue-wei and Ying-jun (2006:74) argued that 
³SHRSOHQHHG WR UHDGD ORW WRXQGHUVWDQGWKHFXOWXUDOEDFNJURXQGNQRZOHGJHRI
WKH WDUJHW ODQJXDJHRQO\ LQ WKLV ZD\ FDQ WKH\ FRPPXQLFDWH VXFFHVVIXOO\´ It is 
true that the more we read the more we benefit. This is true not only in teaching 
the English language, but for achievement in other fields too.  
 
In summary, the issues discussed above show that there was a strong 
relationship between WHDFKHUV¶ SUDFtices and knowledge and their context with 
UHJDUG WR WKH WHDFKLQJ RI (QJOLVK JUDPPDU 7KH WHDFKHUV¶ FODVVURRP SUDFWLFHV
were influenced by the types of knowledge they held and by the context where 
they lived and worked. This was clear from WKH WHDFKHUV¶ UHsponses in the 
present study which confirmed that they did not vary the types of knowledge 
applied in order to overcome their problems, although it can be argued that good 
learning will not necessarily take place even when there are good teachers, 
willing students and classrooms conducive to good practice. In this respect, 
Shulman (1986b, 1987) found that teachers draw upon many types of knowledge 
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which are needed when making decisions on instructional planning and practice. 
Therefore, in order to develop practice in teaching grammar, all of the significant 
issues discussed above should be considered. 
 
7.6. SUMMARY OF THE CHAPTER 
This chapter has discussed the findings of the present study with reference to 
each of the research questions. The results have also been considered in 
relation to relevant previous studies. In the first section, methods of teaching 
grammar deductively, inductively and eclectically were discussed. In the second 
VHFWLRQ WHDFKHUV¶ NQRZOHGJH DERXW WKH WHDFKLQJ RI JUDPPDU ZDV FRQVLGHUHG.  
The third section presented two models of incongruence and one of congruence 
between WHDFKHUV¶ SUDFWLFH and knowledge about teaching grammar. It can be 
argued that these results confirm the value of this study, because any kind of 
mismatch between what teachers do and what they say they know about 
teaching grammar is likely to negatively affect both their performance and their 
VWXGHQWV¶ DFKLHYHPHQWV 7KH ILQDO VHFWLRQ WKHQ addressed the relationship 
EHWZHHQ WHDFKHUV¶ practice and knowledge and contextual factors. Figure 7.4 
below summarises the factors that language teachers should be aware of to 
develop more successful and beneficial teaching and learning tasks. 
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            Figure: 7.4. 'HYHORSPHQW RI WHDFKHU¶V FODVVURom practice in teaching 
grammar 
The main findings and contributions of the study and its implications for theory, 
research and teacher education are presented in the following concluding 
chapter. 
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CHAPTER EIGHT: CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 
 
8.1. INTRODUCTION  
This chapter presents an overall summary of the study and what was involved in 
this research. Brief answers to the research questions as dealt with in this thesis 
are given and then the contributions made by the study to the understanding of 
teacher cognition and grammar teaching are stated. The pedagogical 
implications of the findings and the difficulties experienced during this research 
are described.  The limitations of the work are acknowledged, and suggestions 
for further research are provided. 
 
8.2. SUMMARY OF WHAT IS INVOLVED IN THE STUDY  
This study FRQWULEXWHV WR WKH H[LVWLQJ XQGHUVWDQGLQJ RI WHDFKHUV¶ FODVVURRP
practice and their knowledge about teaching grammar within English as a foreign 
language. It investigated the relationship between what teachers actually did and 
what they stated that they knew about teaching and learning English grammar. 
Eight teachers were observed teaching English grammar lessons in their 
secondary schools. Semi-structured interviews were conducted with each 
teacher to gather their views about teaching and learning English grammar. The 
analysis in this study was based on grounded theory in investigating such hybrid 
SKHQRPHQD IRXQG LQ WHDFKHUV¶ FODVVURRP SUDFWLFH DQG WKHLU NQRZOHGJH 7KLV
theoretical approach was adopted because it was considered to be the most 
appropriate way to analyse the data obtained. The complexity of the relationship 
EHWZHHQ WHDFKHUV¶ FODVVURRP SUDFWLFH DQG WKHLU NQRZOHGJH DERXW WHDFKLQJ
English grammar in this context of EFL classrooms has been examined. 
5HFXUULQJ PDLQ LVVXHV UHODWHG WR WHDFKHUV¶ SUDFWLFH DQG NQRZOHGJH DQG WKH
relationship between them were found which concern the presentation of 
grammar, the use of metalanguage, correcting grammatical errors, providing 
students with feedback, uVLQJ WKH / DQG FKHFNLQJ VWXGHQWV¶ XQGHUVWDQGLQJ
These issues were described and analysed in detail in chapter six and discussed 
in chapter seven, contributing to the overall understanding of patterns of 
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WHDFKHUV¶ FODVVURRPSUDFWLFHV DQG WKHLU NQRZOHGJH about teaching grammar. A 
summary of the findings concerning the research questions asked, the 
pedagogical implications inferred and suggestions for further research are given 
in this chapter. 
 
8.3. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS  
This chapter summarises only the most interesting findings obtained. These 
findings are presented according to the sequence of the research questions. The 
first question examined what teachers of English in Libyan secondary schools 
actually do in their classrooms in relation to the teaching and learning of 
grammar. The second research question aimed to examine what teachers of 
English in Libyan secondary schools state that they know about the teaching and 
learning of grammar. Finally, the third research question examined the 
relationship between what teachers of English in Libyan secondary schools 
actually do and what they state that they know about the teaching and learning of 
grammar. The main answers to these research questions are presented below. 
 
7HDFKHUV¶3UDFWLFHRI7HDFKLQJ*UDmmar 
A number of interesting findings emerged from the observation phase of data 
collection. Both deductive and inductive methods in teaching grammar were 
utilized by the participants. The participants employed similar techniques in 
applying deductive methods, whereas differences between them were observed 
whenever inductive methods were practised. Another significant finding is that 
almost all of those who used different inductive techniques were categorized as 
more experienced teachers. Those teachers who used eclectic methods showed 
more criticality and flexibility in their teaching as they utilized both detective and 
inductive methods according to the requirements of the teaching task.  
 
In particular, it was noteworthy that the teachers were observed to adopt different 
WHFKQLTXHV LQ FRUUHFWLQJ VWXGHQWV¶ JUDPPDWLFDO HUURUV DW GLIIHUHQW WLPHV
depending on their use of deductive or inductive methods of teaching. The 
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WHDFKHUV ZKR XVHG GHGXFWLYH SUDFWLFH FRUUHFWHG VWXGHQWV¶ JUDPPDWLFDO HUURUV
immediately and did not offer any solutions or choices to help their students. 
Nevertheless, there were certain teachers who used inductive methods to correct 
VWXGHQWV¶ HUURUV DIWHU WKH\ KDG ILQLVKHG VSHDNLQJ JLYLQJ H[WUD FKRLFHV DQG
chances for peer-correction. These techniques help students become more 
FRPIRUWDEOH DQG SURYLGHG ³DPSOH RSSRUWXQLWLHV WR OHDUQ DQG VWHDG\
encouragement and support of their learning efforts" (Good & Brophy, 1994: 
215). 
 
0RUHRYHUWKHREVHUYDWLRQRIWKHWHDFKHUV¶FODVVURRPSUDFWLFHUHYHDOHGWKat they 
used both positive and negative feedback. Teachers were observed to give 
feedback using similar methods in some situations, while giving it differently in 
other situations. The classes of teachers who provided students with positive 
feedback, such as repeating the students' answers and motivating students to 
participate, were noticed to be more active than others. This indicates that these 
teachers tended to use inductive practice. In contrast, certain teachers, 
particularly the less experienced, tended to use negative feedback in their 
classes. These teachers were observed to UHMHFWVWXGHQWV¶DQVZHUVDQG punish 
students when they committed grammatical errors. This technique might upset 
students and lead them to be unable to do well, so that, most of the time, a student 
would not attempt to correct his/her own errors after this type of feedback.  
 
In addition, the findings from classroom observation confirmed that teachers 
used the L1 to varying extents in different ways, depending on their modes of 
teaching grammar. Some of them used the L1 almost all of the time, and others 
used it only occasionally when they taught English grammar. The findings also 
revealed that only one of the teachers was never observed to use L1 in his 
classes. Moreover, similarities and differences in using L1 between the more and 
less experienced teachers were in evidence in their grammar classes. The 
teachers who were observed to use the L1 used it to explain new words, 
exploited LWWRFRUUHFWVWXGHQWV¶HUURUVDQGresorted to the L1 when noticing that a 
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student did not understand, in moving from one activity to another and when 
FKHFNLQJVWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJ 
 
$GGLWLRQDOO\ WKH WHDFKHUV DOVR XVHG GLIIHUHQW WHFKQLTXHV WR FKHFN VWXGHQWV¶
understanding in formative assessment in their classes. Differences and 
similarities in these techniques were found among the more and less 
experienced teachers in checking their students understanding of grammar 
items. These techniques involved engaging students in the process, utilizing 
short quizzes, using feedback from students, exploiting class votes, using the 
µWKLQN-pair-VKDUH¶ WHFKQLTXH recognizing abbreviations and considering the 
psychological state of students. It was also seen that they would use these 
techniques of teaching at different times and in different situations during 
lessons. 
 
The final interesting finding was that the teachers who adopted deductive 
techniques did not engage students in classroom activities which could have 
created a more stimulating and competitive environment. In other words, these 
teachers did not appear to make a connection between grammar instruction and 
VWXGHQWV¶ VXEVHTXHQW DELOLW\ WR XVH ODQJXDJH IOXHQWO\ LQ FRPPXQLFDWLRQ 7KH
SUREOHP LV WKDW VRPH RI WKRVH WHDFKHUV ZHUH REVHUYHG WR UHMHFW VWXGHQWV¶
contributions, which led students to take a more passive role in subsequent 
activities and may have had a negative effect on motivation. In this case, these 
teachers may not have been aware of the influence of affective factors such as 
VWXGHQWV¶ PRWLYDWLRQ and emotions on the teaching and learning task. This 
LQGLFDWHV WKDW WKHVH WHDFKHUV ZHUH QRW RYHUO\ FRQFHUQHG DERXW VWXGHQWV¶
communicative language ability, or it may have been because they were 
unaware of the theoretical debate that has revolved around the issue of whether 
grammar instruction improves communicative language use. 
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7HDFKHUV¶.QRZOHGJHDERXW7HDFKLQJ*UDPPDU 
It was found that the teachers had different levels of knowledge about teaching 
English grammar and gave different reasons to justify their practice when they 
presented grammar. Furthermore, certain teachers held conflicting knowledge 
about teaching English grammar, whereas other teachers appeared to be aware 
of inconsistencies between their knowledge and practice. In this regard, the most 
interesting findings included that certain teachers, particularly those who were 
more experienced, were not aware of the concepts of presenting grammar items 
deductively or inductively, and different attitudes were expressed towards 
teaching grammar in this sample of teachers. They were also not aware of some 
of the techniques they actually used in their classes. This suggests that these 
teachers were not up to date with methods and techniques used in teaching 
grammar in other EFL contexts. However, the less experienced teachers 
expressed sufficient knowledge about deductive and inductive methods. 
According to the responses obtained, they had acquired this theoretical 
knowledge during their university study.  
 
Another important finding is that all of the teachers had some knowledge about 
teaching metalanguage, but as individuals their knowledge and attitudes were 
markedly diverse. All of the teachers stated that they used metalanguage 
because they were aware of its importance in teaching grammar. These teachers 
also expressed their reasons for why they taught it in the way that they did. 
Certain teachers, particularly the less experienced, said that they started with the 
form, and then went through the functions. This way of teaching would not help 
students to understand meaning by themselves. Furthermore, certain teachers 
ZKR ZHUH DPRQJ WKHPRUHH[SHULHQFHG GLG QRW NQRZ WKH WHUP µPHWDODQJXDJH¶
itself, although they were observed to use grammatical terms when they taught 
grammar. This implies that these teachers were not up to date with the 
vocabulary and terminology used in teaching grammar.  
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)XUWKHUPRUHWKHILQGLQJVDOVRHYLGHQFHGWKDWDOORIWKHWHDFKHUV¶VWDWHGWKDWWKH\
knew the importance of correcting grammatical errors. They had different 
understandings and reasons, particularly when they said they used direct 
correction, offering students another solution to correct their own errors, 
FRUUHFWLQJ VWXGHQWV¶ JUDPPDU HUURUV ZKLOH DQG DIWHU WKH\ ZHUH VSHDNLQJ DQG
giving the chance for peer-correction. Moreover, certain teachers struggled to 
balance their knowledge that errors need to be corrected so as to maintain 
accuracy with their view that error correction by the teacher can negatively 
LPSDFWRQ WKHVWXGHQW¶V ODQJXDJHSURGXFWLRQDQGFRQILGHQFH There was some 
evidence that such contradictory knowledge existed as a result of knowledge 
derived from different sources, such as WHDFKHUV¶ SULRU WHDFKLQJ DQG OHDUQLQJ
experience related to this complex issue, and that contextual factors may also act 
as heavy constraints.  
 
Unfortunately, the findings evidenced that most of the teachers did not appear to 
have comprehensive knowledge about the significance of providing students with 
appropriate feedback, particularly when they said that they knew about using 
questions as feedback, repeating the students' answers, motivating students to 
participate, UHMHFWLQJVWXGHQWV¶DQVZHUV and punishing students when they made 
grammatical errors. What makes this issue more complex was that some of 
these teachers expressed a full awareness of the importance of a range of these 
strategies while others were only aware of some of them.  
 
Another interesting finding was that all of the teachers had sufficient knowledge 
RI WKHDGYDQWDJHVDQG GLVDGYDQWDJHV RI XVLQJ WKH VWXGHQWV¶ L1 when teaching 
English grammar in L2 classrooms. They had different ideas about this; some 
teachers supported using the L1, while others preferred to use English to help 
their students to improve their awareness of the language. The teachers who 
used the L1 were asked to justify their use of it in their classes, particularly when 
WKH\KDGEHHQREVHUYHGWRGRWKLVWRH[SODLQQHZZRUGVFRUUHFWVWXGHQWV¶HUURUV
FKHFN VWXGHQWV¶ XQGHUVWDQGLQJ DQG ZKHQ QRWLFLQJ WKDW D VWXGHQW GLG QRW
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understand the task. The WHDFKHUV¶UHVSRQVHVYDULHGZLGHO\DOWKRXJKWKHUHZDV
also some agreement about using the L1 in certain situations. The teachers who 
opposed using the L1 stated that is not beneficial in teaching English as a foreign 
language EHFDXVHWKHVWXGHQWV¶VSHDNLQJskills may not improve if their teachers 
use their L1 in second language classes. Conversely, the teachers who 
supported using the L1 seemed optimistic when they said that it helps students to 
overcome problems even though they also complained about their VWXGHQWV¶ORZ
levels of English language proficiency. 
 
All of the teachers agreed that student understanding needs to be checked 
regularly, because any shortfall here frequently leads teachers to omit certain 
classroom activities which they believe are hindering their students. They were 
asked about the techniques that they used in their classes, and some of these 
teachers said that they knew about these techniques, while others were not 
conscious of what they actually did and certain teachers stated that they had no 
idea about some of the techniques. Teachers sometimes agreed and sometimes 
GLVDJUHHG LQ UHODWLRQ WR HPSOR\LQJ WHFKQLTXHV IRU FKHFNLQJ VWXGHQWV¶
understanding. This confirmed that they had different levels of knowledge about 
this strategy in teaching English grammar.  
 
In addition, teachers often had negative attitudes toward the contexts in which 
they worked, which they felt imposed on them when teaching English grammar. 
Various constraints were mentioned by the teachers which related to class size, 
school management, and the lack of training. All of these issues led the teachers 
to become more sensitive to how their knowledge and perceptions about 
teaching grammar can be shaped by their working environment. 
 
8.3.3. The Relationship between TeacheUV¶3UDFWLFH and Knowledge 
It was found that the participants in this study varied individually in the enactment 
of their roles, although a fairly reliable correlation was found between their 
methods of teaching and what they stated they knew about teaching English 
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grammar. The findings revealed a range of interesting relationships between 
WHDFKHUV¶SUDFWLFHDQGNQRZOHGJHVHHFKDSWHU These relationships could be 
classified as congruent or incongruent, which could have positive and/or negative 
pedagogical impacts on teaching and learning English grammar. The most 
interesting finding was that not all relationships of congruence between practice 
and knowledge have positive pedagogical value, and not all incongruent 
relationships have negative value (see chapter 7 for more details).  
 
Incongruent relationships 
Among the UHODWLRQVKLSV RI LQFRQJUXHQFH EHWZHHQ WHDFKHUV¶ SUDFWLFH DQG WKHLU
NQRZOHGJHWZRPDLQW\SHVZHUHIRXQG7KHILUVWZDVWKDWµWHDFKHUVNQHZEXWGLG
QRW GR¶ +HUH WKH WHDFKHUV GLG QRW DSSO\ ZKat they knew when they taught 
English grammar. This mismatch was acknowledged among the teachers in their 
presentation of grammar, use of metalanguage, correction of errors, provision of 
IHHGEDFN XVH RI / DQG FKHFNLQJ RI VWXGHQWV¶ XQGHUVWDQGLQJ VHH VHFWion 
7.5.1.1). The interesting thing here was that by no means all of the relationships 
RI LQFRQJUXHQFH EHWZHHQ WHDFKHUV¶ SUDFWLFH DQG NQRZOHGJH KDYH QHJDWLYH
pedagogical value.  
 
Regarding incongruent relationships with negative pedagogical value, for 
example, certain teachers were observed to not present grammar inductively, 
although they stated that they knew about and were aware of the importance of 
WKLVPHWKRG7KHWHDFKHUV¶ UDWLRQDOHZDVWKDW WKH\ WKRXJKW WKDWXVLQJGHGXFWLYH
methods could also lead to good results, while one teacher considered that the 
effectiveness of inductive activities required students to have good levels of 
English language ability. This suggests that these teachers were not really aware 
of what they were doing in their classes and failed ³WR ILQG ZD\V WR HQFRXUDJH
their students to accept the goals of classroom activities (Brophy, 1998: 18), as a 
result of a lack of theoretical knowledge about teaching English grammar.  
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In contrast, some incongruent relationships between practice and knowledge 
could have positive pedagogical value. For example, the findings revealed that 
none of the more experienced teachers taught grammar forms in advance, 
although they knew about this. These teachers showed more critical awareness 
in their use of teaching methods, in that they concentrated only on what fitted 
their teaching task and facilitated the process of conveying knowledge to their 
students. These teachers were convinced that teaching metalanguage in 
advance would not help students to transfer their grammatical knowledge into 
language use. Students in this case may learn to distinguish between 
grammatical form and usage and can then use words correctly in different 
situations (Azar, 2007). However, other teachers did not focus on both form and 
usage together even though they stated that they knew about this. These 
teachers were usually less experienced.  They justified their behavriour by saying 
that they lacked the practical knowledge which could have been gained by 
attending training sessions.  
 
7KH VHFRQG PDLQ W\SH RI LQFRQJUXHQFH EHWZHHQ WHDFKHUV¶ SUDFWLFH DQG
NQRZOHGJHZDVZKHQFHUWDLQ µWHDFKHUV GLGEXWZHUHQRWDZDUH WKDW WKH\NQHZ¶ 
related to teaching English grammar. The teachers applied certain strategies for 
teaching grammar but were not aware of what they were doing (see section 
7.5.1.2). This was acknowledged in relation to four main strategies of their 
teaching: presenting grammar, using metalanguage, providing feedback and 
FKHFNLQJ VWXGHQWV¶ XQGHUVWDQGLQJ 7KH ILQGLQJV UHYHDOHG What this type of 
relationship between practice and knowledge can have positive pedagogical 
implications, for example, when certain teachers from the more experienced 
group repeated student's answers as a technique of feedback even though were 
they not aware of what they had done. In this instance, this type of positive 
feedback leads to good results because it gives students the opportunity to think 
about the right answer. In this case, this type of feedback is in practice an 
inductive technique because it lets students participate and interact in the 
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language classroom. These teachers gave students the chance to become more 
confident and more independent (Daines et al., 2006).  
 
Congruent relationships 
&RQJUXHQW UHODWLRQVKLSV EHWZHHQ WHDFKHUV¶ SUDFWLFH DQG knowledge occurred 
ZKHQFHUWDLQµWHDFKHUVGLGDQGWKH\NQHZ¶ about methods of teaching grammar. 
The interesting thing here was that by no means all of the relationships of 
FRQJUXHQFH EHWZHHQ WHDFKHUV¶ SUDFWLFH DQG NQRZOHGJH KDYH SRVLWLYH
pedagogical value. This type of relationship appeared when certain teachers 
were presenting grammar, using metalanguage, correcting errors, providing 
IHHGEDFNXVLQJ/DQGFKHFNLQJVWXGHQWV¶understanding (see section 7.5). 
 
The best example of this type of congruence concerned teachers correcting 
VWXGHQWV¶ JUDPPDWLFDO HUURUV 7KHUH ZHUH WZR GLIIHUHQW W\SHV RI UHODWLRQVKLS
EHWZHHQ SUDFWLFH DQG NQRZOHGJH UHJDUGLQJ FRUUHFWLQJ VWXGHQWV¶ HUURUV ERWK RI
which were congruent but could have negative or positive value. The first was 
when certain teachers from both more and less experienced groups used direct 
correction, and corrected errors while students were speaking, although they also 
stated that they knew about the effects of this. This has the implication of leading 
to negative pedagogical effects because the teachers in this case did not give 
HQRXJK H[SODQDWLRQ ZKHQ GHDOLQJ ZLWK WKHLU VWXGHQWV¶ JUDPPDWLFDO HUURUV
(Lochtman, 2002). However, certain teachers among those who were more 
experienced corrected errors after students had finished speaking and they 
stated that they knew about this. This has positive pedagogical effects because 
the teachers in this case did not interrupt students and delayed until after they 
had finished speaking.  
 
Furthermore, an unexpected congruent relationship between practice and 
knowledge which also has negative pedagogical effects was found when certain of 
the less experienced teachers punished their students as a form of feedback 
when they made errors, although they stated that they knew about its effects. 
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Some teachers justified their behaviour by saying that if they did not punish 
students, they may have thought that they had done the right thing.  Others said 
that they had to punish students in certain cases otherwise they may not care 
about what they were asked to do. This means that these teachers did not use 
this technique of feedback as an extrinsic incentive where the students were 
pushed by their teachers to participate more in learning grammar (Yule, 2006). 
:KDWHYHUWKHWHDFKHUV¶ MXVWLILFations were, it can be argued that these teachers 
GLG QRW DSSO\ HPSDWK\ DQG FRQVLGHU WKH VWXGHQWV¶ HPRWLRQV ZKLFK DUH ZLGHO\
considered as ³FHQWUDOWRWKHIDVWSURFHVVLQJRIWKHEUDLQDQGDUHHPEHGGHGLQDOO
our interactions with our fellow human beings aQG WKH HQYLURQPHQW´ &RRSHU
2006: 2).  
 
Relationship between practice, knowledge and context 
The findings provided substantiating evidence regarding the complexity of the 
LQWHUDFWLRQEHWZHHQWHDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHDQGEHKDYLRXUDQGWKHFRQWH[W7KHVH
relationships might lead to negative pedagogical effects. In most instances, 
although teachers had varying levels of teaching English experience and most of 
them stated that they preferred to teach grammar inductively, in reality their 
practices were teacher-centred and grammar-focused, with little opportunity for 
students to use the language. Teaching grammar purely deductively has been 
criticized by many researchers (see section.3.4), because by adopting these 
methods of teaching, teachers are not creating situations through which 
grammatical rules might be contextualized, and so their students will not be able 
to use them in similar situations inside or outside of the classroom (Pollard et al., 
2005). This indicates that there may be various different inconsistencies between 
practices and knowledge, relating mostly to how grammar should be taught. 
Some of these phenomena were affected by contextual factors such as 
insufficient time provided, class size, low levels of student skills and so on (see 
chapter 6 for moUHGHWDLOZKLOHRWKHUVZHUHDUHVXOWRIWKHWHDFKHUV¶EHOLHIVDQG
lack of theoretical as well as practical knowledge. All of these types of constraints 
were considered by the teachers as justifications for their practices. 
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The findings also revealed eviGHQFHWKDWDWHDFKHU¶V OHYHORIFRQILGHQFHLQWKHLU
teaching, particularly among those who were less experienced affected the 
extent to which they engaged in professional development activities. This issue 
was also related to contextual factors such as lack of training and the institution 
where the teachers worked. Lack of confidence may lead to attributing the low 
level of student achievement to external factors such as the lack of exposure to 
the language outside the school. This factor did play a part in the process of 
WHDFKLQJDQGZRXOG FKDQJH WKH WHDFKHUV¶ RZQ WHDFKLQJDQG WKXVKDYHDGLUHFW
LPSDFW RQ WKH VWXGHQWV¶ OHDUQLQJ 7KXV WKLV VWXG\ KDV UHYHDOHG WKDW WKH
VLJQLILFDQFH RI WKH UHODWLRQVKLS EHWZHHQ WHDFKHUV¶ SUDFWLFH NQRZOHGJH DQG
context in teaching grammar, as shown in the above mentioned points, confirms 
how mental, behavioural processes and context complement each other, 
because good practice needs not only appropriate knowledge but also a suitable 
environment in which teachers work.  
 
8.4. CONTRIBUTIONS OF THE STUDY  
There has been a growing interest in teacher cognition, teaching in general and 
the teaching of grammar in particular in recent years. This study was conducted 
partly to answer the calls of researchers in the literature, and particularly those of 
%RUJ ZKR HPSKDVLVHG WKDW ³WKH UHODWLRQVKLSV DPRQJ WHDFKHU FRJQLWLRQ
FODVVURRPSUDFWLFHDQG OHDUQLQJKDYHQRWEHHQVWXGLHG´%RUJ%RUJ
DOVRKLJKOLJKWHGWKDW³IXUWKHUVWXGLHVLQWRWKHIXOOUDQJHRIWHDFKHUNQRZOHGJHWKDW
informs gUDPPDUWHDFKLQJSUDFWLFHVDUHWKXVDOVRUHTXLUHG´LELG7KXVWKH
current study investigated the relationship between what teachers actually did 
and what they said that they knew about teaching English grammar in Libyan 
secondary schools. This study was conducted in order to better understand the 
teaching of grammar, how teachers come to know about it, and how they draw 
on their knowledge and beliefs in their work. This study contributes in a number 
of ways to the field of teacher cognition and teaching and learning English 
grammar as a foreign language. 
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         8.4.1. Contributions to Developing Classroom Practice in Teaching English 
Grammar 
A general contribution of this study is to offer a clearer picture for EFL teachers to 
understand the main methods to follow when examining their practice in teaching 
English grammar. Such points have been absent from previous studies, 
particularly in terms of how teachers present grammar, use grammatical 
terminology, correct errors, provide feedback, use the L1 DQG FKHFN VWXGHQWV¶
understanding as part of the whole package of teaching English grammar as a 
foreign language (see section 4.6). This study shows that grammar is taught in 
different ways in the same class and even in the same lesson. This was 
observed LQFHUWDLQ WHDFKHUV¶FODVVHVZKHQWKH\ZHUHGHDOLQJZLWK WKHGLIIHUHQW
needs of students as a result of their different levels of English.  
 
This study also provided a springboard for discussion and an impetus for 
teachers' critical self-inquiry on the topic of teaching grammar to intermediate 
level English language students. It points out the importance of professional 
development directed toward helping the teachers learn about the process of the 
teaching and learning of grammar. In particular, an important contribution was to 
show that certain teachers were observed to use various different techniques 
ZKLFKKDYHQRWEHHQGHVFULEHGLQSUHYLRXVVWXGLHVVXFKDVWKHµWKLQN-pair-VKDUH¶
technique, in teaching grammar. This technique aims to involve students in 
WKLQNLQJ DERXW WKH WHDFKHU¶V TXHVWLRQV SDLULQJ RII DQG GLVFXVVLQJ WKH TXHVWLRQ
with a partner, and then sharing their answers with the whole class. This 
technique has not been described in previous studies in the grammar teaching 
field (see sections 3.6 and 4.6). The findings of this study evidenced that this 
technique was used successfully, particularly for FKHFNLQJ VWXGHQWV¶
understanding of grammar rules. This technique of teaching helped teachers to 
engage students in interactive practice.    
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Another contribution of this research adds to the findings of previous studies 
(Dunze, 2003 & Cooper, 2006) that considerations of motivation and emotion are 
important in professional teaching development not only in terms of teaching in 
general but in the field of teaching and learning English grammar, particularly 
when providing students with feedback. The findings revealed that teachers 
sometimes could not translate their knowledge of teaching into practice, which 
might be a result of their lack of knowledge about the importance of or full 
awareness of the role of motivation and emotion in learning grammar. Ignoring 
WKHVH IDFWRUV PD\ KDYH DQ LQIOXHQFH RQ VWXGHQWV¶ SURJUHVV LQ OHDUQLQJ VHH
section 3.3). This was evidenced in the techniques used by certain teachers 
which did not appear to motivate students to learn grammar well or lead to 
engagement in literacy. 
 
Moreover, this study shows different techniques that may help teachers to use 
their theoretical knowledge of teaching in their classes. Consequently, this can 
lead EFL teachers to come to recognize the theoretical level of their output, 
which will encourage them to review their practice. It also provides significant 
LQVLJKWV HVSHFLDOO\ FRQFHUQLQJ WKH PRUH H[SHULHQFHG ()/ WHDFKHUV¶ NQRZOHGJH
about teaching and learning English grammar, which could be used to support 
DQGLPSURYHWHDFKHUV¶DFWLYLWLHVLQFODVVHV 
 
          &RQWULEXWLRQV WR 'HYHORSLQJ WKH 7HDFKHU¶V .QRZOHGJH DERXW
Teaching English Grammar 
7KH SUHVHQW UHVHDUFK LQWR WHDFKHUV¶ NQRZOHGJH KDV contributed to our current 
understanding of EFL grammar teaching by investigating what teachers say they 
know about teaching English grammar. The study has brought to light some 
significant findings concerning the complex nature of teachers' knowledge, which 
may well be responsible for the ineffectual instructional practices that the 
teachers exhibited during their teaching grammar. The reason for this might be 
that teachers' knowledge can be so embedded that they can act as barriers to 
change and to the selection of appropriate methods for grammar instruction.  
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7HDFKHUV¶ NQRZOHGJH DERXW WHDFKLQJ JUDPPDU LQ JHQHUDO KDV QRW EHHQ
investigated in detail before, as the literature review evidenced (see chapter 4). 
In particular, this study revealed that the teachers had different levels of 
theoretical and practical knowledge of teaching grammar. All of the teachers had 
theoretical knowledge about some aspects of teaching grammar and they had 
different levels of practical teaching knowledge. It was not surprising that 
teachers found themselves teaching in the way that they were taught, because 
they lacked experience to do otherwise, and less understanding of alternative 
instructional practices. Thus it can be argued that this study reminds us of the 
importance of professional development directed toward helping such teachers 
learn about teaching and learning grammar to intermediate level students.  
 
8.4.3. Contributions on Teacher Cognition and Teaching English Grammar  
The main contribution of this study in terms of the relationship between practice 
and knowledge was to illustrate the complex relationship between what teachers 
actually did and what they stated they knew about the teaching and learning of 
grammar. The complexity of the relationship between practice and knowledge is 
reflected in the fact that certain teachers knew about theories of teaching and did 
not apply what they knew in their classes, some teachers taught grammar in 
different ways but were not aware of what they were doing, and other teachers 
said that they knew about theories of teaching grammar and what they did in 
their classes was appropriate. Interestingly, not all the relationships of 
FRQJUXHQFH EHWZHHQ WHDFKHUV¶ SUDFWLFH DQG NQRZOHGJH KDYH SRVLWLYH
pedagogical value and not all relationships of incongruence have negative value 
(see chapter 7). Previous studies in the literature have alluded extensively to the 
complex relationship between beliefs and practice, but not in detail and not 
LQYROYLQJWHDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHRYHUDJHQHUDOUDQJHRIVSecific subjects similar to 
that in this study (see section.4.6).  
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The current study also offered a clear picture of whether or not and how EFL 
teachers were able to put their knowledge about teaching grammar into practice. 
Of course, this study was conducted in one part of Libya and the findings may 
not be generalisable to a wider population; however, research like this one can 
also serve in adding to our understanding of EFL teachers' practices and 
knowledge in the area of teaching grammar and thus move forward knowledge of 
how teachers act. In other words, the findings of this study have identified 
LPSRUWDQW DVSHFWV RI WHDFKHUV¶ FODVVURRP SUDFWLFH DQG WKH OLPLWV RI WKHLU
knowledge. It offers various strategies of teaching for EFL teachers, from which 
to choose a route to follow when examining their practice and knowledge in 
teaching English grammar. No previous studies have investigated all of these 
strategies for teaching grammar and compared them with what teachers state 
that they know about them within one thesis (see section 4.6).  
 
This research also supports the conclusions of previous research (e.g. Borg 
1999; Lamb, 1995) by providing detailed knowledge and insight into a range of 
IDFWRUVZKLFK LQIOXHQFH WHDFKHUV¶ FODVVURRPDFWLYLWLHV()/ WHDFKHUV¶ abilities to 
take action to change their practice depended on a number of different contextual 
factors which mediated the teachers' decision making in teaching grammar 
(section 4.6). Certain teachers appeared hesitant to apply practices that were in 
conflict with institutional norms and knowledge. Thus, it is suggested that, for 
successful change to occur, the school should create a supportive environment, 
which values the continuous professional development of English grammar 
teachers. Although the findings of this study relate particularly to teacher 
development in Libya, where the study was conducted, many of these 
implications may be relevant to other educational contexts and to professional 
development in general. This means that the current study makes a contribution 
WRXQGHUVWDQGLQJWKHUHODWLRQVKLSEHWZHHQWHDFKHUV¶SUDFWLFHNQRZOHGJHDQGWKH
contexts involved when teachers teach grammar in different ways. 
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8.4.4. Contributions to Methodology  
This study has also contributed to the field of research methodology. Consistent 
reference has been made in the literature review to the methodological gaps 
which this study was intended to fill (section 5.3). First, the research design used 
LQ WKLV VWXG\ KDV SURPRWHG GHHSHU LQYHVWLJDWLRQ LQWR WHDFKHUV¶ FODVVURRm 
practices and their knowledge in order to gain insight into the way grammar 
instruction unfolds in their classes. Integrating grounded theory with a small 
sample is also original in the field of teacher cognition and teaching grammar 
because no previous research has used methods similar to those in this study 
(see section 4.6). Using grounded theory in an inductive approach to data 
analysis allowed the researcher to evaluate the teachers' practices and their 
knowledge in more depth. 
 
Finally, as pointed out at the outset of this thesis, this study has been carried out 
in a context which has not been explored at all, to the best of the UHVHDUFKHU¶V
knowledge. Thus it could serve as a starting point for further studies undertaken 
in this and other different contexts. 
 
8.5. PEDAGOGICAL IMPLICATIONS AND APPLICATIONS  
This study offers many implications for teaching English as a foreign language in 
general and teaching grammar in particular. One implication is that teaching 
grammar traditionally as an end in itself does not help students to transfer their 
knowledge of grammar into practice. In order to resolve this issue, teachers 
should adopt enjoyable activities where students do not get bored or lose 
concentration, which is otherwise easy for some students. Using many activities 
in teaching grammar can help students to understand better because they may 
have different proficiency levels, talents, and desires. Therefore, teachers should 
include a variety of activities to attract students' attention to make their teaching 
task more interesting and beneficial. Moreover, teachers of grammar should 
create appropriate environments that work for learning and not against it 
(Halliwell, 2002). This could be achieved through establishing appropriate 
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exercises that help students understand the target language. In other words, 
teachers should be fully aware of what they actually do in classrooms when they 
teach grammar because their knowledge of what they do in the classroom may 
not always be reflected in their actions. To be more beneficial for students, 
teachers should know why, when and how to conduct any activity in teaching 
grammar. Thus, lessons teaching grammar should be well structured and 
prepared in advance.  
 
The second implication concerns the fact that some teachers were observed to 
focus on form more than on meaning, which does not help students to learn how 
to transfer their knowledge of grammar into language use. Therefore a primary 
focus should be on meaning rather than form. Students must understand the 
target language in order to learn it, so meaning must come first. Piaget's and 
Vygotsky's theories of development state that, through experience in the 
environment, learners can construct meaning (see 3.2 and 3.3). Teachers should 
use the target language in context to help learners grasp meaning. They could 
learn language features best when their attention is focused on meaning before 
being engaged in any structure-production activities. Thus, students should be 
taught in such a way that enables them to negotiate meanings and achieve 
knowledge of grammatical features through communication.  
 
The findings revealed that using direct correction, especially while students were 
speaking, in grammar classes did not always help students to learn grammar 
inductively because in this case the teachers did not give students any 
opportunity to think about the right answer or involve them in peer-correction. 
Thus, WKHWHDFKHUVVKRXOGEHWROHUDQWZLWKVWXGHQWV¶HUURUVduring the use of new 
language items, and the four language skills should be interactively taught and 
assessed. Teachers should also not insist on their students using fully 
grammatical answers during their responses. This in turn will encourage student 
interaction inside the classroom.  
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Furthermore, another implication was related to providing students with negative 
feedback, where the teachers were observed to reject and punish their students 
when they committed errors. Therefore, students should be rewarded by the 
teachers in order to encourage their participation, spending more time in helping 
students to understand and use basic principles and asking students to explain 
answers to questions rather than just accepting the correct answer. Punishing 
students should be completely avoided because it could lead to negative 
consequences such as anxiety and demotivation. In order to help teachers to 
create appropriate environments for their students to learn grammar, the 
educational authorities should provide training sessions regularly for all teachers 
and not only those reported by the educational inspectors to need it (section 
4.5.6).  
 
$V D UHVXOW RI HYDOXDWLQJ WKH WHDFKHUV¶ NQRZOHGJH DERXW XVLQJ WKH / LQ /
JUDPPDUFODVVHVWKLVVWXG\¶VILQGLQJVUHYHDOHGWKDWXVLQJWKHILUVWODQJXDJHWRR
much does not lead to communicative practice, while avoiding its use at all 
sometimes causes problems for some teachers and students. Therefore, lessons 
should be conducted in the L2 as much as possible. We already know that 
students do not need to understand every individual word to grasp meanings. 
Moreover, they respond very well to context and facial expressions in spite of 
their limited linguistic understanding. It can be argued that using the L2 depends 
on factors such as the learners' proficiency level and the topic to be taught. It is 
not easy for students with low levels of English to understand a topic that 
contains abstract terms. In this case the L1 may be used to check learners' 
understanding. However, with appropriate teaching aids, it is possible for 
teachers to use the /DVORQJDVVWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJLVDFKLHYHG 
 
The findings of this study evidenced that using different techniques for checking 
VWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJKHOSVWHDFKHUVWRFRPELQHGLIIHUHQWDFWLYLWLHVLQWHDFKLQJ
English grammar which may lead to creating a stimulating classroom 
environment to produce new language. For example, using feedback from 
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students, class votes DQGWKHµWKLQN-pair-VKDUH¶WHFKQLTXH can be seen to lead to 
interactive activities which help successful learning, because they promote an 
increase in the range of language functions used when students share their ideas 
and enjoy the activity of group work.  Practising group work through interaction 
also leads to reductions in the psychological problems involved in class. 
Therefore EFL teachers should manage their classes in order to apply such 
techniques if they want to demonstrate successful learning.  
 
This study offers a close look at how EFL teachers were able to put their 
knowledge about teaching grammar into practice. It shows that, in order to 
improve professional development in teaching grammar, teachers do not need to 
see grammar mainly as a unitary object, whose component parts have to be 
learnt; but, rather, as a device to translate experience and knowledge into 
communication. Traditionally, when developing their grammar instruction, 
teachers have training sessions to improve their practice. Therefore, in training 
sessions teachers should also learn about the culture of the context and the 
values it upholds and should focus on teaching grammar inductively or at least 
eclectically in order to contribute to the more effective teaching of grammar. This 
is because many of the teaching problems the present teachers faced were 
found to be due to their lack of contextual understanding.  
 
Another implication was that certain teachers in this study were observed to fail 
to translate their knowledge of teaching into practice. For example, one individual 
tried many times to help students to learn grammar inductively, but she often 
failed. One reason for this could be that she did not illustrate her language 
teaching with objects, pictures, actions, and gestures. In order to avoid this 
situation, teachers should be aware when they teach English grammar that 
learners are learning something new, the L2. It is not easy for some students to 
learn without appropriate teaching aids that facilitate understanding and to 
demonstrate what teachers mean. According to Brewster, et al. (1992), students 
are very good observers and can grasp meaning through many sources such as 
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intonation, gestures, facial expressions, actions, and language itself without 
understanding every individual word. Therefore, using teaching aids is very 
helpful for students to understand the L2.  
 
Furthermore, the findings of this study provide significant implications for and 
insights into the relationship between what EFL teachers do and what they know 
about teaching English in general, and grammar in particular. This may lead to 
FKDQJHV LQ WHDFKHUV¶ H[LVWLQJ NQRZOHGJH LQ RUGHU WR FRQtribute to their 
professional development. Much of what has been explored in this study, 
HVSHFLDOO\ FRQFHUQLQJ WKH PRUH H[SHULHQFHG / WHDFKHUV¶ NQRZOHGJH DQG
practice in the teaching and learning of English grammar, could be used to 
support and improve teDFKHUV¶ DFWLYLWLHV LQ FODVVHV 7KLV NQRZOHGJH PD\ KHOS
Libyan educators interested in the teaching and learning of English grammar so 
that they can know to what extent their recommendations are valid at the present 
time before suggesting essential changes and organizing training for secondary 
school teachers. This may help both the educational authorities themselves and 
teachers to develop.  
 
The findings of this study revealed that certain teachers lacked different types of 
knowledge which affected their practice as a result of their lack of experience. 
Thus, this type of knowledge is required to teach grammar because it leads not 
RQO\WRGHYHORSLQJWKHWHDFKHUV¶DELOLWLHVLQWHDFKLQJEXWDOVRKHOSVWKHPWRNQRZ
how to motivate the students to learn English grammar. Motivation is crucial for 
learners of second or foreign languages if their learning is to be effective. In this 
regard, John (cited in Dörnyei and Csizér, 1998) argued that leading a horse to 
water is easy, but making it drink is a more difficult matter. The same is true with 
learners, in terms of how to find a way to motivate them so that they learn 
effectively. If teachers do not have the ability or awareness gained from their 
experience of the strategies which should be followed, then it could be argued 
that motivating students will be difficult if not possible, which in turn will have 
negative consequences for their learning.   
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In addition, teachers may need to give learners extra time spent in activities to 
increase fluency. I have noted that most of the observed teachers did not take 
into account the time factor when preparing their lessons (45 minutes). When the 
teachers got into the class it took them quite a long time seating the students and 
taking the register. Teachers can save time by adopting certain techniques such 
as assigning one of the best and most displined students to help in such tasks as 
monitoring attendance, writing the date on the board and collecting homework. 
This may saves considerable time and motivate learners to compete to play the 
UROH RI WHDFKHU¶V DVVLVWDQW 6HOHFWLQJ WKH EHVW OHDUQHUV DQG JLYLQJ WKHP WKH
FKDQFHSHULRGLFDOO\WRSOD\WKHUROHRIWHDFKHU¶VDVVLVWDQWZLOOHQFRXUDJHVWXGHQWV
to use the language without hesitation, because if the students are stressed, 
made uncomfortable, self-conscious or unmotivated, they are unlikely to learn 
grammar. 
 
The teachers of this study complained about the lack of facilities in their schools 
and students who were not highly motivated to learn English grammar. These 
phenomena can be assumed to cause problems in the learning process and 
LQIOXHQFHVWXGHQWV¶UHVXOWVDWWKHHQGRIWKH\HDU6RXUFHVVXFKDVWKHVHZLOOKHOS
teachers to choose what it is most suitable for their students. Providing teachers 
with appropriate materials leads to effective teaching through explaining words, 
concepts or grammatical rules simply and easily. Learners receive good 
instruction and practise regularly, then grammar will be quickly and successfully 
acquired.  
 
Moreover the findings evidenced that certain teachers in this study always used 
the same techniques of teaching, particularly when they taught English grammar 
deductively. Therefore, teachers should use a variety of activities, so that 
students do not get bored or lose concentration. Using many activities can help 
learners understand better because they may have different proficiency levels, 
talents, and desires. For some, understanding a lesson does not require more 
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than listening to their teacher, while others may need to perform tasks in order to 
understand. Therefore, a good lesson should include a variety of activities to 
attract learners' attention more of the time and to be more interesting and more 
beneficial. Teachers should be aware that students are learning something new 
when they teach English grammar. It is not easy for some students to learn 
without appropriate teaching aids that facilitate understanding and demonstrate 
what teachers mean.  
 
Thus, teachers should create appropriate environments for their students to learn 
grammar. This could be achieved through being aware of exactly what they are 
doing in the classroom. Before beginning any activity, teachers should know its 
purpose and how and when it should be performed to work best for learning. This 
requires good lesson planning, which helps both learners and teachers to 
achieve their goals. This can be achieved, for example, when the teacher gives a 
task to the students. In order to motivate students he/she should be aware of 
how to structure this task according to certain criteria such as having clear goals, 
using varied topics, tasks, visuals, tension and challenge; for example in games, 
entertainment, play-acting, information gaps, personalization and open-ended 
cues. That is, "such strategies are used to increase student involvement and to 
µVDYH¶ WKH DFWLRQ ZKHQ RQJRLQJ PRQLWRULQJ UHYHDOV WKDW SURJUHVV LV VORZLQJ
halting, or backsliding" (Dornyei, 2001: 117). Libyan teachers should also 
FRQVLGHUVLWXDWLRQVZKLFKPLJKWSRVLWLYHO\DIIHFWWKHVWXGHQWV¶SURJUHVV in order to 
help them to apply their knowledge of grammar in the real life. 
 
A final implication of this study is that the findings revealed that certain negative 
relationships between practice and knowledge resulted from certain contextual 
factors such as lack of time allotted for teaching English grammar, class size, 
inadequate training and weaknesses in school management. Therefore, all of 
these issues should be urgently considered. For example, head teachers of 
schools should arrange meetings for language teachers so that views could be 
exchanged about their teaching. They could also assign a coordinator for 
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teachers of English grammar, whose first priority would be to hold meetings in 
which teachers could discuss administrative, classroom and methodological 
issues. Moreover, teaching aids which contribute to the teaching of grammar 
could be emphasized to show the teachers that they will allow them to explain 
words, concepts or grammatical rules in a simple manner. This will help the 
teachers to cover all of the activities in the textbook inside the classroom and 
help the students to interact and discuss their learning in class. 
 
8.6. LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY  
This study has limitations, just like any other. Most of the limitations in this study 
are methodological. The first was related to the observation of teachers in their 
classes. Although the researcher visited each teacher three times in order to 
establish a good relationship with them, and to allow them to feel comfortable 
with his presence in the classroom, it was difficult to know whether the teachers 
were following their normal practice or were acting as they did because he was 
there. Additional insight has been gained by more observations with each 
teacher. It was intended to video record the classroom observations; however, 
the head teachers declined to grant permission for this as the sample included 
female participants.  
 
The second limitation relates to sampling (see section 5.8). Eight is only a small 
number; however, the teachers studied here are believed to be typical in terms of 
their qualifications and educational background. Furthermore, the schools 
examined were similar in terms of the populations they served and the curricula 
WKH\XVHG VHHVHFWLRQ 7KXV WHDFKHUV¶SUDFWLFHVDQG WKHLUNQRZOHGJHDV
uncovered by this study were often very similar. Nevertheless this research was 
based in a particular context, which means that only cautions claims can be 
made about the generalisability of the findings to all teachers and contexts. 
However, the rich description of the data and its triangulation increase the validity 
of the analysis presented in this thesis, and make it possible for other 
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researchers to judge to what extent the findings may be appropriate to their own 
contexts. 
 
The third limitation relates to translating interview data from Arabic into English. It 
can be argued that no-one could deliver a perfect translation, but the researcher 
did his best to translate every single word of whatever was said. The 
transcriptions were also checked by an experienced translator to achieve more 
precision. The process was not without shortcomings, however, and further study 
LV UHFRPPHQGHG LQ RUGHU WR FRQVWUXFW D PRUH FRPSOHWH SLFWXUH RI WHDFKHUV¶
cognition and their practices when teaching English grammar. 
 
The final limitation related the Libyan war which has affected the process of 
finishing this research. I was very worried about my family and friends who were 
under fire in Libya in 2011. Moreover, changes in the system in the Libyan 
embassy in London also bothered me because I did not know what would 
happen to Libyan students in the UK. I did not know whether or not the new 
embassy would meet all our needs and whether or not I would be allowed to 
complete my PhD. However, all of these challenges can be considered part of 
my research process, and I have still done my utmost to conduct this study as 
required for a PhD thesis. 
 
 
8.7. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH    
Given the contributions and implications of this study as presented above, it is 
clear that there is a need for further research in this area.  Although this study 
KLJKOLJKWHG WKH UROH RI ()/ WHDFKHUV¶ SUDFWLFHV DQG NQRZOHGJH LQ WKH /LE\DQ
context, further qualitative and quantitative study is a needed to identify the 
LPSDFWRI()/WHDFKHUV¶SUDFWLFHVDQGNQRZOHGJHRQWKHLU()/VWXGHQWV¶OHDUQLQJ
outcomes. 
 
In addition, further research is still needed which might be helpful in overcoming 
some of the problems that face teachers of English grammar in EFL contexts 
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around the world. Such research would concern the extent to which official 
inspectors of English language teaching can help teachers of grammar to 
overcome the problems inherent in their work. The findings of this study also 
UHYHDO WKDW WKHUH LV D QHHG WR LPSURYH WHDFKHUV¶ NQRZOHGJH DERXW WKH cultures 
associated with the English language and about the language itself, because 
both are required if teachers are to apply all that they know in teaching grammar. 
 
Similar studies to this one on teaching language skills could be conducted using 
different methods in order to explore the extent to which different aspects and 
methods of teaching are influential in different types of teaching. Comparable 
studies could be conducted with teachers in other educational settings, such as 
primary schools or universities and in countries other than in Libya in order to 
better understand the teaching of English grammar. 
 
Finally, this study offers a glimpse into teaching and learning practices in Libya. It 
KDV DOZD\V EHHQ WKH UHVHDUFKHU¶V PDLQ LQWHQWLRQ WR LPSURYH teaching 
performance in Libya as well as student achievement in learning English 
grammar. The findings of this study could be also used for developing training 
programmes which concentrate on what EFL teachers should know and how this 
knowledge can be transferred into practice. It could be also used as a resource 
for developing research tools to investigate EFL teacher cognition and practice. 
Useful guidelines could be provided using the material in the current study to 
inform researchers interested in working in the teaching of EFL in other contexts. 
 
8.8. SUMMARY OF THE CHAPTER 
In conclusion, the study has made a significant contribution to the state of 
knowledge about what EFL teachers actually did and what they stated that they 
knew about teaching English grammar. It has also provided a clearer picture of 
WKH UHODWLRQVKLS EHWZHHQ WHDFKHUV¶ SUDFWLFH DQG WKHLU NQRZOHGJH UHJDUGLQJ the 
teaching English of grammar. It is hoped that further studies such as this can 
expand our knowledge of foreign language grammar teaching.
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APPENDICES    
 
Appendix A: Factual Questionnaire 
The information gained from this questionnaire will be used as a part of a PhD 
thesis in the Faculty of Education and Society at the University of Sunderland in 
the UK. Thus, your participation by answering the questionnaire will help with the 
success of the study. Could you please complete the questionnaire below; it 
should take approximately five minutes. Your views are valuable to me and are 
appreciated.  
 
Background information 
Please tick the appropriate information. 
 
1. Gender   Male     Female  
 
2. Age:     23-30        31-36        37-42       43-49     50 and above  
 
3. First language:  Arabic                  English                Other  
 
4. Nationality:      Libyan                     Other  
 
5. Qualifications:     BA         High institute      Med institute      Other  
 
6. What level do you teach?    First year      Second year         Third year    
 
7. Which subject do you teach?   Grammar       Other Language Skills            
Both        
 
8. Have you taken any international exams, such as:  
     IELTS        TOEFL        Others         None of them    
 
6FKRRO¶VQDPH-- ---------------------------------------------------------     
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10. How many years have you been working as a teacher of English? 
    ----------- ------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
 
           11. How long did you study English as a second language before becoming a 
teacher? 
      ------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
 
          12. Did you study teaching methodology as a subject when you were a student in 
the university or institute? ------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
          13. Have you studied English abroad? If yes, how long did you stay abroad, and 
where/why? ------------------------------ 
 
           Note: Please indicate if you are interested in participating in the next phases: 
(Observation and Semi-structured interview).  
 
Name: ---- -------------------------------               Mobile phone number: ------------------- 
 
 
Thank you for your participation 
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    Appendix B: Semi-structured interview questions sample 
 
Section one: Questions about learning grammar 
 
1. Can you please tell me, what is your own experience of learning grammar as a 
learner?  
2. How do you know the best method for learning English grammar and whether it is 
suitable for your students? 
3. What do you think of the statement that students will learn a grammar point only 
if they are developmentally ready for it? 
4. To what extent do you agree that knowledge of grammatical rules helps learners 
to use the language? 
5. Is it difficult for learners to transfer their grammatical knowledge into 
communicative language use? 
6. Do you think learning occurs best if learners discover rules by themselves, or if 
the rules are presented by the teacher? 
7. To what extent does your knowledge about learning affect your teaching of 
grammar?  
8. Is there any other further information about learning grammar that you want to 
add? 
 
Section two: Questions about teaching grammar 
1. What do you know about teaching English in general? 
2. What do you know about deductive and inductive teaching grammar methods? 
3. Which do you prefer to use when you teach grammar? 
4. Do you think teaching grammatical terminology or metalanguage is important for 
learners seeking to learn grammar?  
5. Do you agree with those people who say that students will learn grammar better 
if they understand grammatical terminology? 
6. What do you think about the grammar knowledge in the textbook? 
348 
 
7. Do you follow the course book instructions, or do you use some other way of 
deciding?  
8. To what extent do your knowledge about language and your experience as a 
teacher help you to teach grammar well in the classroom? 
9:KHQGR\RXFRUUHFW\RXUVWXGHQWV¶HUURUV" 
10. What do you know about FRUUHFWLQJVWXGHQWV¶HUURUVZKLOHVSHDNLQJ" 
11. What do you know about providing students with feedback? 
12. What do you know about repeating the student's answers as a feedback 
technique?   
13:KDWGR\RXNQRZDERXWXVLQJ/WRFRUUHFWVWXGHQWV¶HUURUV" 
14'R\RXNQRZDERXWXVLQJVWXGHQWV¶/WRFKHFNVWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJ" 
15:KDWGR\RXNQRZDERXWFKHFNLQJVWXGHQWV¶XQGHUstanding? 
16. What do you know about the importance of the relationship between teacher 
and students in the classroom? 
17. What do you know about the factors which hinder teachers to teach grammar? 
18. Do you have any other further information you wanted to add? 
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Appendix C: Semi-structured interview questions sample Arabic copy 
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Appendix D: Interviews Analysis Sample  
Teacher:  Manal Interview Transcript Open Codes 
 
5HVHDUFKHU :HOO OHW¶V JR EDFN WR \RXU HGXFDWLRQDO
background. Can you please tell me, what is 
your own experience of learning grammar as a 
learner?  
 
Manal: In my experience, learning any language in 
general is not easy. This is because people need 
to learn each aspect of the language, including 
grammar. Concerning that subject in particular, 
people should learn grammar if they are motivated 
or have a desire to learn the language, because 
your language must improve if you develop your 
knowledge of grammar.  
 
 
Researcher: How do you know the best method for 
learning English grammar and whether it is 
suitable for your students? 
Manal: Actually, I think there are no best or worst 
methods of learning grammar because each of us 
has different views; this way to learn and that 
method may be good for me and not for you, so it 
must depend on the learner. Thinking about 
myself as a learner, the best way to learn English 
grammar, I think the person who wants to do so 
should read appropriate textbooks or find 
someone who can explain it properly in Arabic.   I 
also believe it is best for students if they simply 
follow their teachers' instructions in class. This is 
because learners look to their teachers as 
professionals, and always believe them.  
 
 
Researcher: And what do you think of the statement 
that students will learn a grammar point only if 
they are developmentally ready for it? 
Manal: Yes, in this case learners cannot learn grammar 
until they are developmentally ready for it.  
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
x  Learning is difficult. 
x Because language has 
different aspects including 
grammar. 
x Grammar should be 
learned and needs 
learners who are highly 
motivated. 
x Because knowledge of 
grammar develop 
OHDUQHUV¶ODQJXDJH 
 
x The best way depends on 
the learner him/herself. 
x Because each learner has 
his/her own ways of 
learning. 
x The best way is to read 
textbooks and ask for 
help. 
x Because learners believe 
their teachers. 
 
x Learners learn English 
grammar when they are 
ready to learn it. 
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Researcher: To what extent do you agree that 
knowledge of grammatical rules helps learners 
to use the language?  
Manal: I cannot say that it definitely does not help them 
to use the language, but it must help learners who 
are highly motivated to learn English.  
 
 
Researcher: And is it difficult for learners to transfer 
their grammatical knowledge into 
communicative language use? 
 
Manal: As for transferring their grammatical knowledge 
into communicative language use, of course it is 
very difficult for them and as I have said before, 
not all of them can do that. 
 
 
Researcher: Do you think learning occurs best if 
learners discover rules by themselves, or if the 
rules are presented by the teacher? 
 
Teacher MA: In general that is true. The problem is that 
most learners cannot discover too much for 
themselves, because some difficult rules need 
explanation by a teacher.  Naturally they prefer 
the rules to be presented by the teacher, as that 
will make it easier for them to understand. 
 
Researcher: To what extent does your knowledge 
about learning affect your teaching of 
grammar?  
 
Manal: I would say that it has perhaps on 80% effect on 
my teaching, because I always put myself in the 
VWXGHQWV¶SODFHDQGUHPHPEHUP\RZQH[SHULHQFH
as a student. That has helped me a lot in 
teaching, although people are not all the same. In 
general I would say that knowledge of learning is 
important for teachers. 
 
 
 
 
 
x It may help the learners in 
general, and those who 
are who are highly 
motivated to learn English 
in particular. 
 
 
 
x transferring their 
grammatical knowledge 
into communicative 
language use 
 
 
x Learners discovering a 
rule by themselves is 
better but it is difficult. 
x It is difficult for some of 
them.  
 
x 7HDFKHV¶WHDFKLQJ
grammar is affected by 
their prior experience and 
knowledge. 
x Because she always puts 
KHUVHOI LQ WKH VWXGHQWV¶
place. 
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Researcher: Is there any other further information 
about learning grammar that you want to add? 
 
Manal: Well, learning English grammar is sometimes 
easy and sometimes not. There are some 
important factors that teachers should consider 
when they teach grammar; the first being the 
students' level and the second, the difficulty or 
simplicity of the rules themselves. Teachers will 
be lucky if they can discover the weaknesses and 
strengths of their students from the first lesson, 
because after that they will know how to deal with 
those students. Furthermore, the motivation of the 
students is important because WKH WHDFKHU¶V WDVN
will be much easier if the students are highly 
motivated, and vice versa.  
 
 
Researcher: The next questions will be about 
teaching English grammar. 
 
Researcher: What do you know about teaching 
English in general?  
 
Manal: Teaching English is not easy, because teachers 
are dealing with a foreign language. At the same 
time it is interesting and enjoyable, but sometimes 
I feel disappointed when I explain a lesson twice 
or more yet my students still do not understand 
what I mean. In this event I have to use some 
words in Arabic, and then return to explaining it in 
English. That has happened to me many times. 
Teaching English language needs qualified 
teachers who have a good knowledge of modern 
classroom methods, plus some knowledge of the 
target culture, in order to know how to deal with 
some of the expressions in the textbook.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
x 7HDFKHUV¶XVHRIJUDPPDU
should consider the 
students' level and the 
difficulty or simplicity of 
the rules. 
 
x Because it makes the 
WHDFKHUV¶MREPXFKHDVLHU 
 
 
 
 
 
x Teaching English is 
difficult and interesting at 
the same time. 
x 8VHVWXGHQWV¶/.  
x %HFDXVHVWXGHQWV¶OHYHORI
English is low.  
x Teaching English requires 
qualified teachers who are 
armed with teaching 
knowledge.  
x Because the expressions 
in the textbook are not 
easy.   
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Researcher: What do you know about deductive and 
inductive teaching grammar methods?  
 
Manal: Actually, I had never heard these two terms 
before. But thanks to your clarification I 
understand them now, OK.  
 
Researcher: Which do you prefer to use when you 
teach grammar? 
 
I prefer inductive teaching methods, but I sometimes use 
deductive ones.  
 
Researcher: Why? 
  
Manal: That is out of my control, because if I use 
inductive methods the students may not 
understand what I do or say.  I use my previous 
knowledge of learning and teaching about 
grammar rules and the methods of teaching it to 
find solutions to some activities in teaching certain 
inductive tasks.  
 
 
Researcher: Do you think teaching grammatical 
terminology or metalanguage is important for 
learners seeking to learn grammar?  
 
Manal: I did not understand the meaning of the word 
metalanguage because I had never heard this 
word before today. About teaching grammatical 
terminology, I think it is very important to learn 
grammar because learners need to know the parts 
of speech and the form of English sentences if 
they are to build something similar when they are 
writing or speaking. 
 
 
Researcher: And do you agree with those people 
who say that students will learn grammar 
better if they understand grammatical 
terminology? 
 
Manal: Yes, I agree with those who say that students will 
learn grammar better if they understand 
 
 
x not aware of its meaning 
 
x interested in teaching 
grammar inductively 
because beneficial for 
students 
x prior knowledge of 
teaching had helped me 
to teach grammar 
 
x prior knowledge of 
learning had helped me 
to teach grammar 
 
x grammatical knowledge 
helps me to teach 
. 
 
 
 
 
 
x not aware of the term 
metalanguage, 
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grammatical terminology, because they will know 
how to connect words to create sentences full of 
meaning that they can communicate to others. I 
use grammatical terminology in grammar teaching 
as you noted. I do not necessarily expect the 
learners to use those grammatical terms, only to 
recognize them; they may also be able to use 
them when speaking.         
 
    
Researcher: Why did you change your method of 
teaching metalanguage in your class? 
 
Because it is difficult to use only one way of teaching. I 
change my method of teaching according to the 
class situation because in some cases I cannot 
push students to certain activities and they do not 
understand the grammatical items. Furthermore, 
some other problems I face related to the context 
where I teach such as mismanagement in the 
school.  
 
Researcher: What do you think about the grammar 
knowledge in the textbook?  
 
Manal: The knowledge in the textbook is adequate and 
useful, but I have found some lessons difficult for 
students to understand even if I explain in their 
first language (Arabic). In general it is interesting. 
 
Researcher: And do you follow the course book 
instructions, or do you use some other way of 
deciding?  
 
 Manal: It depends; sometimes I will follow the textbook 
instructions and sometimes not, but I will not stray 
DZD\IURPWKHOHVVRQ¶VDLPV In other words I will 
use different procedures or techniques, while 
retaining the same lesson aims. I do sometimes 
decide to find some other means to help me 
explain the lesson; by the end all students should 
understand the topic, which is what the education 
authority expects and all teachers aim to achieve.  
 
Researcher: To what extent do your knowledge 
 
 
x necessary to teach it 
because learners need to 
know the parts of speech 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
x teach it deductively and 
inductively but focus on 
form and function rather 
than meaning 
 
x mismanagement in the 
school 
 
 
 
 
x The textbook is useful and 
difficult.  
 
 
 
x The teacher follows the 
textbook instructions, but 
not always.  
x The teacher creates other 
activities in order for 
students to understand.  
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about language and your experience as a 
teacher help you to teach grammar well in the 
classroom?  
 
Manal: Everything that I know about teaching and 
learning English has helped me in my task as a 
teacher of English grammar, because all the 
aspects or elements of the language are related 
and complement each other. It has helped me 
100%. My previous knowledge helps me to cover 
all my lesson aims. Teachers of English grammar 
should have knowledge of the language, 
knowledge of the textbook and understand their 
students' English level if they are to know how to 
deal with them, otherwise the teacher will not be 
able to achieve their lesson aims. In fact, before 
starting, teachers should know several different 
and important things: they should understand 
what they are going to teach, have experience of 
using the language, and knowledge of teaching 
and learning grammar. They also should be up to 
date about the methods and means of teaching 
the subject.    
 
Researcher:  When do yoX FRUUHFW \RXU VWXGHQWV¶
errors? 
Manal: I correct their errors immediately but not always. 
It is necessary to do this in certain situations. 
Students sometimes could not know the right 
answer in some activities.  This technique I think 
is important because it encourage students to not 
panic about their language use. However, this 
technique of correction is very easy. Therefore, I 
do not like it, it wastes time.  If I gave students 
some choices, that means I told them the right 
answer. 
Researcher: What do you know about correcting 
VWXGHQWV¶HUURUVZKile speaking? 
Manal: I am sure FRUUHFWLQJ VWXGHQWV¶ HUURUV ZKLOH
speaking activities is not useful. 
 
 
Researcher: Why? 
Manal: Because students do not like to be interrupted 
while speaking. They may lose their self-
confidence. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
x Her previous teaching and 
learning knowledge has 
helped her to teach 
English grammar.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
x direct correction is 
important but not always  
 
x technique of providing 
some solutions to their 
errors was helpful and 
useful for students 
 
 
x FRUUHFWLQJVWXGHQWV¶HUURUV
while speaking is 
interrupting their speech 
 
 
 
 
x FRUUHFWLQJVWXGHQWV¶
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Researcher: What should teachers do, then? 
 
 Manal: They should leave students to speak as much as 
they can and, when they finish, teachers inform 
them of their errors.   
Researcher: Great, what do you know about peer-
correction as a technique? 
Manal: I sometimes involve students to work in pairs but 
not when I check their understanding. In general, 
It is not always difficult for them to do such this 
technique. 
 
Researcher: Good, and what do you know about 
providing students with feedback? 
Manal: In fact, feedback is important for students 
because it helps them to become more confidence, 
especially if they received the positive type. Therefore, I 
use positive feedback more than the negative type.  
 
 
Researcher: what do you know about repeating the 
student's answers as a feedback technique?   
Manal: I have no idea about repeating the student's 
answers as a feedback technique. I always 
encourage students to participate in the class. I 
also offer advice to them, because motivating 
students to learn grammar in essential especially 
in this context where students find difficulties to 
learn the target language. Some teachers use 
negative feedback in their classes too much and 
some of them punish students when they made 
grammatical errors. This is not the right solution 
because students need support to learn grammar. 
 
Researcher  5LJKW , REVHUYHG \RX XVLQJ VWXGHQWV¶
L1 in your classes, why?  
Manal: Yes I did, but not always. I used it only when I 
saw a real need. For example, If the students do 
not understand my explanation of some rule, I use 
their first language to give additional information to 
help them understand it.  I use it sometimes to 
explain to help students to understand the 
meaning of some words. I also use their first 
language when I find there is some similarity 
between the rule that I am explaining and the 
same rule in their first language, to connect the 
grammar errors after 
speaking activities led to 
more independent 
learners  
 
x peer-correction is possible 
but difficult in certain 
situations 
 
 
 
x aware of the importance 
of encouraging students 
to participate as a positive 
technique of feedback 
 
x rejecting student answers 
is negative direct 
feedback and used it 
rarely  
x not aware of repeating the 
student's answers as a 
feedback technique 
 
x offer advice to help 
students to participate 
 
x does not support the 
punishing of students 
when they make 
grammatical errors 
 
 
 
x tried to do my best to 
explain new words in 
English many times but if 
students were not able to 
grasp the meaning used 
their L1  
 
x It is useful to use L1 when 
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new rule to the old rule with which they are 
already familiar. This is a useful strategy for 
helping students to remember such a rule, and 
they will not easily forget it.  
 
Researcher: What do you know about using L1 to 
FRUUHFWVWXGHQWV¶HUURUV" 
Manal: I am not sure if this happens but I tend to avoid 
using L1 as possibly can because using it in this 
case may not help students to understand the 
correct answers in English. Using L1 may confuse 
students. 
 
Researcher'R\RXNQRZDERXWXVLQJVWXGHQWV¶/
to FKHFNVWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJ" 
Manal: I have no idea about this. 
 
Researcher: Ok, then do you agree with teachers 
who use L1 when they move from one activity 
to another?  
Manal: No I am against using the L1 when moving from 
one activity to another because it gives me 
indication that I teach Arabic not English. I use it 
only when students can not understand the main 
ideas of the task. 
 
Researcher: What do you know about checking 
studenWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJ" 
Manal: It is always required. How could I move on to 
another lesson or rule if I were not sure that the 
students have understood what I have just told 
them?  I do that before I move to another practice 
topic, and I do it using different techniques that will 
maintain their interest and wanting to answer my 
questions. I have to check their understanding 
regularly and often.  The frequency depends on 
the rule itself, because some rules are more 
difficult to grasp. In those cases I must check the 
VWXGHQWV¶ XQGHUVWDQGLQJ IURP WLPH WR WLPH DV ZH
go along, otherwise everything runs as normal. 
 
 
 
Researcher: I observed you using short test, what is 
the importance of it? 
Manal: Yes it s important at least to know what you 
similarity between the rule 
that the students could 
not understand and the 
same rules in their first 
language 
 
 
x using L1 to correct 
VWXGHQWV¶ HUURUV PDy 
confuse them when they 
interact 
 
 
 
x no idea about using L1 to 
FKHFNVWXGHQWV¶
understanding  
 
x against using the L1 when 
moving from one activity 
to another 
 
x aware of engaging 
students in the process of 
checking their 
understanding of 
grammar  
 
x this technique gives clues 
that they have understood 
and that there is no need 
for repetition  
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should do next and I like this method. I use it 
sometimes when I set a competition through using 
short quizzes between students, and tell them that 
whoever can complete this practice best will 
receive a present. They like that strategy for 
checking. I check their understanding of grammar 
in groups and in pairs sometimes, and among the 
two sexes, male and female. While explaining the 
rule I check their understanding to know their 
feedback, and again at the end of the lesson to 
make sure that all the students have understood. 
Their feedback is important to me to know if 
students completely understood the task. 
 
Researcher: right, some teachers use the class vote 
as a technique, do you know about it? 
Manal: Sorry no idea about it. 
 
Researcher: Ok then do you know about using 
µWKLQN-pair-VKDUH¶ DV D WHFKQLTXH WR FKHFN
VWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJ? 
 
Manal: As the name I never heard about it but as the 
function I may use it in different situations.  
 
Researcher: What do you know about the importance 
of the relationship between teacher and 
students in the classroom? 
Manal: The relationship should be fine. I feel more 
confident about teaching methods and the 
reasons for teaching grammar, because 
previously I knew very little about teaching 
methods of any kind. I enjoy teaching grammar 
and I am happy to do so. Therefore, I always 
patient with students and encourage them to learn 
more even they committed errors. 
 
Researcher:  What do you know about the factors 
which hinder teachers to teach grammar?  
 
Manal: To be honest, and more specifically about 
myself, I go to school every day, where I teach 
English grammar to second year. I am not happy 
with the system in school, because the head does 
not consider my personal circumstances when he 
gives me the timetable for my lessons.  
x use of short quizzes as a 
strategy to check 
VWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJ 
 
 
 
 
x aware the importance of 
XVLQJ VWXGHQWV¶ IHHGEDFN
to check understanding of 
grammar 
 
 
x no idea about using the 
class vote as a strategy in 
FKHFNLQJVWXGHQWV¶
understanding in grammar 
classes 
 
x QRLGHDDERXWµWKLQN-pair-
VKDUH¶DVDWHFKQLTXHWR
FKHFNVWXGHQWV¶
understanding 
 
 
 
 
x supported the idea of 
teachers being friendly 
and patient with students 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
x Complaints from the 
school management.  
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Researcher:  Do you have any other further 
information you wanted to add? 
 
Manal: No, thanks.  
 
Researcher: Many thanks for your time. 
 
 
 
360 
 
Appendix E: First Step Indentifying Range of Responses  
 
7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHDERXWSUHVHQWLQJJUDPPDU 
 
Text: interview data\Manal interview  
Code: not aware of its meaning, interested in teaching grammar inductively because 
beneficial for students, prior knowledge of teaching had helped me to teach 
grammar, prior knowledge of learning had helped me to teach grammar, 
grammatical knowledge helps me to teach 
 
 Text: interview data\Kalied interview  
Code: not aware of its meaning, preferred to adopt deductive methods because it is  
more useful for students, prior knowledge of teaching had helped me to teach 
grammar, prior knowledge of learning had helped me to teach grammar, 
grammatical knowledge helps me to teach 
 
Text: interview data\Tariq interview 
Code: not aware of its meaning, interested in teaching grammar inductively because it 
is beneficial for students, prior knowledge of teaching had helped me to teach 
grammar, prior knowledge of learning had helped me to teach grammar, 
grammatical knowledge helps me to teach 
 
Text: interview data\Sami interview  
Code: aware of its meaning, interested in teaching grammar inductively because it is 
beneficial for students, prior knowledge of teaching had helped me to teach 
grammar, prior knowledge of learning had helped me to teach grammar, 
grammatical knowledge helps me to teach 
 
Text: interview data\Elham interview  
Code: aware of its meaning, interested in teaching grammar inductively because it is 
beneficial for students prior knowledge of teaching had helped me to teach 
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grammar, prior knowledge of learning had helped me to teach grammar, 
grammatical knowledge helps me to teach 
 
Text: interview data\Karima interview  
Code: aware of its meaning, preferred to adopt deductive methods because more 
useful for students, prior knowledge of teaching had helped me to teach 
grammar, prior knowledge of learning had helped me to teach grammar, 
grammatical knowledge helps me to teach 
 
Text: interview data\Lila interview  
Code: aware of its meaning, preferred to adopt deductive methods because more 
useful for students, prior knowledge  teaching and learning had helped me to 
teach grammar, previous grammatical knowledge did not have too much of an 
effect on my teaching of English grammar, grammatical knowledge helps me to 
teach 
 
Text: interview data\Omar interview  
Code: aware of its meaning, preferred to adopt deductive methods because inductive 
methods need more time, prior knowledge of teaching had helped me to teach 
grammar, prior knowledge of learning had helped me to teach grammar, 
grammatical knowledge helps me to teach 
 
7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHDERXWWHDFKLQJPHWDODQJXDJH 
 
Text: interview data\Manal interview  
Code: not aware of the term metalanguage, necessary to teach it because learners 
need to know the parts of speech, teach it deductively and inductively but focus 
on form and function rather than meaning, mismanagement in the school 
 
 
Text: interview data\Kalied interview  
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Code: not aware of the term metalanguage, students would understand grammar better 
if they learned grammatical terminology, teach it deductively and inductively and 
focus on form rather than meaning because lack of school facilities, the head of 
school has no idea about English as a subject and what teachers of English in 
the school need 
 
Text: interview data\Tariq interview  
Code: not aware of the term metalanguage, it is important for student to know, teach it 
deductively and inductively and focus on meaning rather than form, 
mismanagement in their school 
 
Text: interview data\Sami interview  
Code: were not aware of the term metalanguage, understanding it leads to active 
learning, teach it deductively and inductively and focus on meaning rather than 
form and function, mismanagement in the school 
 
Text: interview data\Elham interview  
Code: aware of the term metalanguage, teaching grammatical terminology is useful for 
students because it helps students to use grammatical rules when they speak, 
teach it deductively and inductively and focus on form and function rather than 
meaning, GLVDSSRLQWHG DERXW KHDG WHDFKHUV DQG LQVSHFWRUV¶ EHKDYLRXUV ZKHQ
they excluded staff from training sessions 
 
Text: interview data\Karima interview  
Code: aware of the term metalanguage, it provides students with grammatical terms 
which are essential for students to learn English, focus only on form because of 
the lack of teaching materials 
 
 
 
 
363 
 
 
Text: interview data\Lila interview  
Code: aware of the term metalanguage, it helps students to build their sentences in 
English, teaching it deductively only because of lack of facilities, lack of training 
sessions 
 
Text: interview data\Omar interview  
Code: aware of the term metalanguage, it is good for students to know because it helps 
them to understand the language, teaching it deductively only because of books 
with a teaching guide and videos or TV learning programme 
 
7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHDERXWFRUUHFWLQJHUURUV 
 
Text: interview data\Manal interview  
Code: direct correction is important but not always, technique of providing some 
VROXWLRQVWRWKHLUHUURUVZDVKHOSIXODQGXVHIXOIRUVWXGHQWVFRUUHFWLQJVWXGHQWV¶
HUURUVZKLOHVSHDNLQJ LV LQWHUUXSWLQJ WKHLUVSHHFKFRUUHFWLQJVWXGHQWV¶JUDPPDU
errors after speaking activities led to more independent learners, peer-correction 
is possible but difficult in certain situations 
 
 Text: interview data\Kalied interview  
Code: direct correction is essential in some situations, It is useful for students to find 
other answers, suggestions with options to correct their grammatical errors, 
FRUUHFWLQJ VWXGHQWV¶ HUURUV ZKLOH VSHDNLQJ LV QRW XVHIXO FRUUHFWLQJ VWXGHQWV¶
grammar errors after speaking activities make them more confident, giving a 
chance for peer-correction does not work with all students 
 
Text: interview data\Tariq interview  
Code: direct correction KDVQHJDWLYHHIIHFWVRQVWXGHQWV¶DFKLHYHPHQWVSURYLGLQJ WKH
students with options to correct their grammar, FRUUHFWLQJVWXGHQWV¶HUURUVZKLOH
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speaking is not good within inductive activities, peer-FRUUHFWLRQLQFUHDVHVWXGHQWV¶
motivation for learning 
 
Text: interview data\Sami interview  
Code: direct correction may not help students to learn grammar, providing students with 
possible solutions increases WKHLUXQGHUVWDQGLQJFRUUHFWLQJVWXGHQWV¶HUURUVZKLOH
speaking is not helpful buW QHFHVVDU\ LQ FHUWDLQ FDVHV FRUUHFWLQJ VWXGHQWV¶
grammar errors after speaking activities has benefits for students, giving a 
chance for peer-correction means making indirect competition between them 
which is good 
 
Text: interview data\Elham interview  
Code: direct correction is good for teachers and students, offer other answers to 
students VDYHV WLPH FRUUHFWLQJ VWXGHQWV¶ HUURUV ZKLOH VSHDNLQJ LV QHHGHG
FRUUHFWLQJVWXGHQWV¶JUDPPDUHUURUVDIWHUVSHDNLQJDFWLYLWLHVJLYHVWKHPFKDQFH
to speak without hesitating, peer-correction is not helpful especially with students 
who have low level of English  
 
Text: interview data\Karima interview  
Code: using of direct correction is important for students, choosing one answer from list 
is helpful, correcting studentV¶HUURUVZKLOHVSHDNLQJLVQHFHVVDU\QRLGHDDERXW
KRZWRFRUUHFWVWXGHQWV¶JUDPPDUHUURUVDIWHUVSHDNLQJDFWLYLWLHVSHHU-correction 
technique may not work in some classes  
 
Text: interview data\Lila interview  
Code: direct correction not always helpful, providing students with different answers is 
JRRGIRUWKHPFRUUHFWLQJVWXGHQWV¶HUURUVZKLOHVSHDNLQJLVLPSRUWDQWFRUUHFWLQJ
VWXGHQWV¶ JUDPPDU HUURUV DIWHU VSHDNLQJ DFWLYLWLHV HQFRXUDJHs them to interact 
more, it is difficult to ask students to work in pairs to correct their errors 
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Text: interview data\Omar interview  
Code: direct correction is not beneficial for students, students like choosing among 
DQVZHUVFRUUHFWLQJVWXGHQWV¶HUURUVZKLOHVSHDNLQJLVQRWXVHIXOEXW,KDYHWRGR
it, no idea about FRUUHFWLQJ VWXGHQWV¶ JUDPPDU HUURUV DIWHU VSHDNLQJ DFWLYLWLHV
giving a chance for peer-correction is important but impossible with these 
students 
 
7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHDERXWSURYLGLQJVWXGHQWVZLWKIHHGEDFN 
Text: interview data\Manal interview  
Code: not aware of repeating the student's answers as a feedback technique, aware of 
the importance of encouraging students to participate as a positive technique of 
feedback, offer advice to help students to participate, rejecting student answers 
is negative direct feedback and used it rarely, does not support the punishing of 
students when they make grammatical errors 
 
Text: interview data\Kalied interview 
Code: repeating the student's answers as a feedback technique helps them to reach to 
the right answer and confirms their understanding, aware of the importance of 
encouraging students to participate as a positive technique of feedback, rejecting 
student answers is not good and used it rarely, it demotivated students to 
participate more, does not support the punishing of students when they make 
grammatical errors 
 
Text: interview data\Tariq interview  
Code: not aware of using of questions as feedback, not aware of repeating the 
student's answers as a feedback technique, aware of the importance of 
encouraging students to participate as positive feedback, praising students, 
advised them to speak English and practice their language by themselves, 
encouraging students is helpful especially for students whose level of English is 
ORZ UHMHFWLQJ VWXGHQWV¶ DQVZHUV LV QHJDWLYe feedback which does not lead to 
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successful learning and used it rarely, does not support the punishing of students 
when they make grammatical errors 
 
Text: interview data\Sami interview  
Code: not aware of using questions as feedback, not aware of repeating the student's 
answers as feedback technique, aware of the importance of encouraging 
students to participate as a positive technique of feedback, uses completion 
EHWZHHQVWXGHQWV UHMHFWLQJVWXGHQWV¶DQVZHUV is negative feedback reflected in 
VWXGHQWV¶ Dchievements and used it rarely, does not support the punishing of 
students when they make grammatical errors as it  reduces their contributions in 
the next activity, gives student chances to think about correct answers 
 
Text: interview data\Elham interview  
Code: no idea about the advantages and disadvantages using of questions as 
feedback, uses repetition of the student's answers to FRQILUP VWXGHQWV¶
understanding, encouraging students to participate as a positive technique of 
feedback is needed, rejecting student answers is negative direct feedback but is 
necessary and used it regularly, does not support the punishing of students when 
they make grammatical errors 
 
Text: interview data\Karima interview  
Code: using repetition of the student's answers gives chance for students to think about 
the right answer, using techniques of positive feedback such as encouraging 
students to participate is essential for students to learn, did not know why she did 
not say praising words or encourage students regularly, regularly rejected 
VWXGHQWV¶ DQVZHUV VXSSRUWed the punishing of students when they made 
grammatical errors because sometimes the situation forced her to do it  
 
Text: interview data\Lila interview  
Code: using repetition of the student's answers is helpful because it indicates an error, 
encouraging students to participate as a positive technique of feedback is 
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important, did not know why she did not say praising words or encourage 
students regularly, rejecting student answers is not positive technique of 
feedback but is essential in certain classes therefore used it regularly, supporting 
the punishing of students when they made grammatical errors  
 
Text: interview data\Omar interview  
Code: using repetition of the student's answers is a technique which sends a signal to 
students that there was an error, aware of the importance of encouraging 
students to participate as a positive technique of feedback but did not use it 
because he thought that if he praised students, they may not improve because 
they may believe they are doing perfectly well, rejecting student answers is 
negative direct feedback but use was out of his control, supported the punishing 
of students when they made grammatical errors because students sometimes 
deserved it. 
 
7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHDERXWXVing L1 
Text: interview data\Manal interview  
Code: tried to do my best to explain new words in English many times but if 
students were not able to grasp the meaning used their L1, no idea about using 
/ WR FKHFN VWXGHQWV¶ XQGHUVWDQGLQJ XVLQJ / WR FRUUHFW VWXGHQWV¶ HUURUV PD\
confuse them when they interact, against using the L1 when moving from one 
activity to another, It is useful to use L1 when similarity between the rule that the 
students could not understand and the same rules in their first language 
 
Text: interview data\Kalied interview  
Code: always say the meaning of the new words in English and rarely translate 
WKHPLQ$UDELFQRLGHDDERXWXVLQJ/WRFKHFNVWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJXVLQJ
/ WR FRUUHFW VWXGHQWV¶ HUURUs not always helpful, support using the L1 when 
moving from one activity to another, because some exercises in the textbook 
ZHUH QRW HDV\ IRU VWXGHQWV WR IROORZ XVLQJ / PD\ UHVROYH VRPH VWXGHQWV¶
difficulties but not always 
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Text: interview data\Tariq interview 
Code: completely rejected the use of students L1 in L2 classes, no idea about 
XVLQJ/WRFKHFNVWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJXVLQJ/LVQRWXVHIXOIRUVWXGHQWVLQ
any situation because it demotivates them in participating whether they know the 
right answer or not, against using the L1 when moving from one activity to 
another 
 
 Text: interview data\Sami interview  
Code: not useful to use L1 when teaching a second language even when 
explaining QHZZRUGVQRLGHDDERXWXVLQJ/WRFKHFNVWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJ
using L1 is not helpful for students in any situation, against using the L1 when 
moving from one activity to another 
 
Text: interview data\Elham interview  
Code: L1 should only be used after teachers had tried to explain the meaning of new 
words in English, giving students chance to know the meaning of new words in 
English before translating then into Arabic, no idea about using L1 to check 
VWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJXVLQJ/to correct students errors, using L1 was based 
on the type of error, support using the L1 when moving from one activity to 
another, using L1 saves time and confirms their understanding of the activity 
before moving on to, using L1 resolves VRPHVWXGHQWV¶GLIILFXOWLHVEXWKLQGHUs the 
creating of new language 
 
Text: interview data\Karima interview  
Code: explaining the meaning of new words in English is a waste of time, use L1 to 
FKHFNVWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJXVLQJ/LVQRWDFFHSWDEOHLQ/FODVVHVEXWXVH
it because forced to by the classroom environment, using the L1 to correct 
VWXGHQWV¶HUURUVXVHof L1 saves time, support using L1 when moving from one 
activity to another, using L1 is useful especially when rule is similar in first 
language 
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Text: interview data\Lila interview  
Code: using L1 to explain the meanings of new words in English is helpful but after the 
teacher used English, translation is essential to reinforce the understanding of 
words, did not give the meaning of new words straightaway in Arabic, used the 
/WRFKHFNVWXGHQWV¶ understanding to confirm their understanding, using the L1 
to correct VWXGHQWV¶HUURUV, support using the L1 when moving from one activity to 
another, using L1 saves time and helps teachers to keep their lesson plans on 
schedule, using the L1 may increase students' motivation to learn grammar, 
because there are similarities between the two languages  
 
Text: interview data\Omar interview  
Code: usually say the meaning of new words in Arabic immediately because students 
FRXOG QRW XQGHUVWDQG H[SODQDWLRQV LQ (QJOLVK XVLQJ / WR FKHFN VWXGHQWV¶
understanding, is essential in some situations, using it is not good but forced to 
do it, use WKH/WRFKHFNVWXGHQWV¶ understanding because students were happy 
with this technique of teaching, use the L1 to correct students errors, the reasons 
for using $UDELFDUHWKHOHDUQHUV¶OHYHODQG time constraints, support using the L1 
when moving from one activity to another, helps students to link their ideas with 
the topic that being explained, using L1 helps teachers to keep their lesson plans 
on schedule, using L1 is useful for overcoming problems 
 
7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHDERXWFKHFNLQJVWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJ 
 
Text: interview data\Manal interview  
Code: aware of engaging students in the process of checking their understanding of 
grammar, XVHRIVKRUWTXL]]HVDVDVWUDWHJ\WRFKHFNVWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVtanding of 
English grammar is useful for teachers and students, aware the importance of 
XVLQJ VWXGHQWV¶ IHHGEDFN WR FKHFN XQGHUVWDQGLQJ RI JUDPPDU WKLV WHFKQLTXH
gives clues that they have understood and that there is no need for repetition, no 
idea about XVLQJWKHFODVVYRWHDVDVWUDWHJ\LQFKHFNLQJVWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJ
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LQ JUDPPDU FODVVHV QR LGHD DERXW µWKLQN-pair-VKDUH¶ DV D WHFKQLTXH WR FKHFN
VWXGHQWV¶ XQGHUVWDQGLQJ supported the idea of teachers being friendly and 
patient with students 
 
Text: interview data\Kalid interview  
Code: knows about engaging students in the process of checking understanding of 
grammar, no idea about XVLQJ VKRUW TXL]]HV DV D VWUDWHJ\ WR FKHFN VWXGHQWV¶
understanding, aware of WKH LPSRUWDQFH RI XVLQJ VWXGHQWV¶ IHHGEDFN WR Fheck 
VWXGHQWV¶ XQGHUVWDQGLQJ QR LGHD DERXW XVLQJ WKH FODVV YRWH DV D VWUDWHJ\ LQ
FKHFNLQJXQGHUVWDQGLQJQRLGHDDERXWµWKLQN-pair-VKDUH¶DVDWHFKQLTXHWRFKHFN
should always be serious because students sometimes do not care about what 
their teachers said, shy students required to be pushed to engage in the activities 
 
Text: interview data\Tariq interview  
Code: aware of WKH LPSRUWDQFH RI FKHFNLQJ VWXGHQW¶ XQGHUVWDQGLQJ RI JUDPPDU
techniques could be used to help student to engage in interactive activities, use 
RI VKRUW TXL]]HV DV D VWUDWHJ\ WR FKHFN VWXGHQWV¶ XQGHUVWDQGLQJ RI (QJOLVK
grammar is interesting and important, XQGHUVWRRG WKHYDOXH RIXVLQJVWXGHQWV¶
feedback to check understanding of grammar, used class vote as a strategy in 
checking their stXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJLQJUDPPDUFODVVHV in order to know how 
many of lesson aims have been achieved, used as a clue without understanding 
the activity, was not aware of WKH µWKLQN-pair-VKDUH¶ DV D WHFKQLTXH WR FKHFN
VWXGHQWV¶ XQGHUVWDQGLQJ supported the idea of teachers being friendly and 
patient with students 
 
Text: interview data\Sami interview  
Code: knows about engaging students in the process of checking their understanding of 
grammar, XVLQJVKRUWTXL]]HVDVDVWUDWHJ\WRFKHFNVWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQg of 
English grammar informs whether or not students understood the lesson, had 
knowledge DERXWXVLQJVWXGHQWV¶ IHHGEDFNWRFKHFNXQGHUVWDQGLQJRIJUDPPDU
had knowledge about using class votes DVDVWUDWHJ\LQFKHFNLQJWKHLUVWXGHQWV¶
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understanding, it helps teachers to engage students into activities, rarely used  it, 
QR LGHD DERXW WKH µWKLQN-pair-VKDUH¶ WHFKQLTXH RI FKHFNLQJ VWXGHQWV¶
understanding, students need a teacher with a strong character and at the same 
time being flexible with them 
 
Text: interview data\Elham interview  
Code: aware of the advantages of checking understanding of grammar, no idea about 
using VKRUWTXL]]HVDVDVWUDWHJ\ WRFKHFNVWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJ understood 
WKHLPSRUWDQFHRIXVLQJVWXGHQWV¶IHHGEDFNWRFKHFNKHUVWXGHQWV¶XQderstanding, 
no idea about using the class vote as a strategy in checking understanding, 
never heard of WKH µWKLQN-pair-VKDUH¶ WHFKQLTXH RI FKHFNLQJ VWXGHQWV¶
understanding, agreed with the idea of teachers being friendly and patient with 
students 
 
Text: interview data\Karima interview  
Code: aware of the importance of engaging students in the process of checking their 
understanding of grammar, no idea about using of short quizzes as a strategy to 
check understanding, no idea about using the class vote as a strategy in 
FKHFNLQJ XQGHUVWDQGLQJ QR LGHD DERXW WKH µWKLQN-pair-VKDUH¶ WHFKQLTXH RI
checking, teacher should always be serious with students, ignores quiet and 
isolated students  
 
Text: interview data\Lila interview  
Code: knows about checking understanding of grammar, no idea about using of short 
TXL]]HV DV D VWUDWHJ\ WR FKHFN VWXGHQWV¶ XQGHUVWDQGLQJ RI (QJOLVK JUDPPDU 
XVLQJVWXGHQWV¶IHHGEDFNDVWRFKHFNKHUVWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJRIJUDPPDULV
essential, no idea about using the class vote as a strategy in checking 
XQGHUVWDQGLQJLQJUDPPDUFODVVHVQRLGHDDERXWWKHµWKLQN-pair-VKDUH¶WHFKQLTXH
of checking understanding, teacher of grammar should always be serious with 
students, ignores quiet and isolated students because they are happy to be like 
that 
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Text: interview data\Omar interview  
Code: aware of the importance of engaging students in the process of checking their 
understanding of grammar, no idea about using short quizzes as a strategy to 
FKHFNVWXGHQWV¶ XQGHUVWDQGLQJRI(QJOLVKJUDPPDU understood the importance 
RI XVLQJ VWXGHQWV¶ IHHGEDFN WR FKHFN XQGHUVWDQGLQJ QR LGHD DERXW XVLQJ WKH
class vote as a VWUDWHJ\ LQ FKHFNLQJ XQGHUVWDQGLQJ QR LGHD DERXW µWKLQN-pair-
VKDUH¶WHFKQLTXHWRFKHFNVWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJ teachers of grammar should 
always be serious with students, ignores quiet and isolated students  
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Appendix F: Focused Codes 
7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHDERXW
Teaching Grammar Strategies 
 
Focused Codes 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
¾ Presenting Grammar 
 
x Awareness of presenting grammar items 
deductively and inductively 
x Deductive and inductive teaching methods and 
WHDFKHUV¶SUHIHUHQFHV 
x The effect of teaching and learning experience in 
presenting English grammar 
x The effectiveness of grammatical knowledge and 
experience in presenting English grammar 
 
 
 
¾ Using Metalanguage 
 
x Knowing the meaning of metalanguage 
x Awareness of the importance of teaching 
metalanguage 
x 7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHDERXWXVLQJPHWDODQJXDJH 
deductively and inductively 
x Rationales of using metalalanguage and of their 
ways of teaching it 
 
 
 
 
 
 
x 7HDFKHUV¶ NQRZOHGJH DERXW using direct 
correction 
x 7HDFKHUV¶ NQRZOHGJH DERXW RIIHULQJ VWXGHQWV
another solution to their error 
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¾ &RUUHFWLQJ VWXGHQWV¶
errors 
x 7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHDERXWFRUUHFWLQJVWXGHQWV¶
grammar errors while they were speaking 
x TeDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHDERXWFRUUHFWLQJVWXGHQWV¶
grammar errors after speaking 
x 7HDFKHUV¶ NQRZOHGJH DERXW JLYLQJ WKH FKDQFH
for peer-correction 
x 7HDFKHUV¶ NQRZOHGJH DERXW WKH WLPLQJ RI
FRUUHFWLQJVWXGHQWV¶JUDPPDWLFDOHUURUV 
 
 
 
¾ Providing students with 
feedback 
 
x 7HDFKHUV¶ NQRZOHGJH DERXW using questions as 
feedback                 
x 7HDFKHUV¶ NQRZOHGJH DERXW repeating the 
students' answers 
x 7HDFKHUV¶ NQRZOHGJH DERXW motivating students 
to participate 
x 7HDFKHUV¶ NQRZOHGJH DERXW rejecting students 
answers 
x 7HDFKHUV¶NQRwledge about punishing students 
when they made grammatical errors 
 
 
 
¾ 8VLQJVWXGHQW¶/ 
 
x 7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHDERXWXVLQJ/WRH[SODLQ
new words 
x 7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHDERXWXWLOL]LQJ/WRFKHFN
VWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJ 
x 7HDFKHUV¶ NQRZOHGJH DERXW H[SORLWLQJ / to 
FRUUHFWVWXGHQWV¶HUURUV 
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x 7HDFKHUV¶ NQRZOHGJH DERXW DGRSWLQJ / WR
move from one activity to another 
x 7HDFKHUV¶ NQRZOHGJH DERXW UHVRUWLQJ  WR /
when noticing that a student did not 
understand 
 
 
 
¾ &KHFNLQJVWXGHQWV¶
understanding 
 
x 7HDFKHUV¶ NQRZOHGJH DERut engaging 
students in the process 
x 7HDFKHUV¶ NQRZOHGJH DERXW utilizing short 
quizzes 
x 7HDFKHUV¶ NQRZOHGJH DERXW using feedback 
from students 
x 7HDFKHUV¶NQRZOHGJHDERXW exploiting a class 
vote 
x 7HDFKHUV¶ NQRZOHGJH DERXW XVLQJ WKH µWKLQN-
pair-VKDUH¶WHFKQLTXH 
x 7HDFKHUV¶ NQRZOHGJH DERXW considering the 
psychological state of students 
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Appendix G: Interview Selective Codes   
 
Interview Selective Codes 
 
 
x 7HDFKHUV¶.QRZOHGJHDERXW3UHVHQWLQJ*UDPPDU 
x 7HDFKHUV¶.QRZOHGJHDERXW8VLQJ0HWDODQJXDJH 
x TeacheUV¶.QRZOHGJHDERXW&RUUHFWLQJVWXGHQWV¶(UURUV 
x 7HDFKHUV¶.QRZOHGJHDERXW3URYLGLQJVWXGHQWVZLWKIHHGEDFN 
x 7HDFKHUV¶.QRZOHGJHDERXW8VLQJ6WXGHQWV¶/ 
x 7HDFKHUV¶.QRZOHGJHDERXW&KHFNLQJ6WXGHQWV¶8QGHUVWDQGLQJ 
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Appendix H: DescriptLRQRIWKH7HDFKHUV¶3URILOHV 
 
Manal 
Manal is a female teacher, between 37-42 years old. Her first language is Arabic. 
She has a BA in English. She graduated from Zawia University in Libya in 1994; 
she learned English for 7 years before becoming a teacher, and had been 
teaching in the secondary school in Zawia for 14 years. She did not study 
teaching methodology when she was a student. She was teaching second and 
third year students in grammar. She had taken training sessions once. She had 
not taken any international examinations or studied abroad. 
 
Kalied  
Kalied is male teacher and his age was between 37-42 years old. Her first 
language is Arabic. He has a BA in English. He graduated from Zawia University 
in Libya in 1995+HKDG\HDUV¶H[SHULHQFHWHDching in the secondary school 
in Zawia, and spent 8 years learning English before becoming a teacher. He did 
not study teaching methodology when he was a student. He was teaching 
second years in grammar only. He had not taken any training sessions. He had 
not taken any international examinations or studied abroad.  
 
Tariq 
Tariq is male teacher and his age was between 43-49 years old. His first 
language is Arabic. He has a BA in English. He graduated from Zawia University, 
Department of English in Libya in 1992. He had 16 years experience in the 
secondary school in Zawia and spent 7 years learning English before becoming a 
teacher. He did not study teaching methodology when he was a student. He was 
teaching second and third year students in grammar. He had not taken any 
training sessions. He had not taken any international examinations or studied 
abroad.  
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Sami 
Sami is male teacher and his age was between 37-42 years old. His first 
language is Arabic. He had a BA in English and he graduated from the English 
Department, Faculty of Arts, University of Sebha in Libya in 1993.  He had 14 
\HDUV¶WHDFKLQJH[SHULHQFHLQWKHVHFRQGDU\VFKRRO in Zawia and spent 7 years 
learning English before becoming a teacher. He did not study teaching 
methodology when he was a student. He had not taken any training sessions. He 
was teaching second and third year students in grammar. He had not taken any 
international examinations or studied abroad.  
 
Lila  
Lila was female teacher and her age was between 23-30 years old. She gained a 
BA in English from Zawia University in Libya in 2000.  She had 8 years teaching 
experience in the secondary school in Zawia and had 7 years learning English 
before becoming a teacher. She studied teaching methodology when she was a 
student.  She was teaching second years in grammar only. She had taken 
training sessions twice. She had not taken any international examinations or 
studied abroad.  
 
Karima 
Karima was female teacher and her age was between 23-30 years old. She 
gained a BA in English from Zawia University in Libya in 2001 She had 7 years 
teaching experience in the secondary school in Zawia and had 7 years learning 
English before becoming a teacher. She studied teaching methodology when she 
was a student. She was teaching only second year in grammar. She had taken 
training sessions twice. She had not taken any international examinations or 
studied abroad.  
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Omar 
Omar was Male teacher and his age was between 37-42 years old. His first 
language is Arabic. He had BA in English from Tripoli University in Libya in 2002.  
He had 6 years for teaching in the secondary school in Zawia and had 7 years 
learning English before been a teacher. He studied teaching methodology as a 
subject when he was a student.  His first language is Arabic. He was teaching 
second year in grammar. He had taken training sessions. He had not taken any 
international examinations or studied abroad.  
 
Elham 
Elham was female teacher and her age was between 31-36 years old. She had 
BA in English. She graduated from the department of English, faculty of Arts, 
Zawia University in Libya in 1998.  She had 9 years for teaching in the secondary 
school in Zawia and had 7 years learning English before been a teacher. She did 
not study teaching methodology when she was a student. She was teaching 
second year in grammar. She had taken training sessions once. She had not 
taken any international examinations or studied abroad.  
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Appendix I: Letter Permission from Supervisor for collecting Data  
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 Appendix J: Letter Permission from Libyan Authority of Education  
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Appendix K: Extracts from the textbook  
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